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A TRIAL AT BAR is the expedient by which the 
Tichborne prosecution have succeeded in evading the 
difficulties as to time, which otherwise would have been 
fatal to a full and thorough investigation of the charges 
against the Claimant ; and although such a mode of pro- 
ceeding has the disadvantage of occupying the attention 
of at least three judges instead of one, it has, in a com- 
plicated case, some advantages; of these, not the least is 
the finality of the decision of the Court upon all questions 
of law and evidence, thus rendering an application for a 
new trial, either on the ground of misdirection, or im- 
proper reception, or rejection of evidence, impossible. 
It is true that each Court now consists of six judges, and 
it has been suggested that possibly an appeal, by way of 
motion for a new trial, might be made from those who 
presided to those who did not. But the suggestion is 
groundless, for the trial is before the Court, and 
the decision upon all questions arising during 
the course of it is the decision of the Court, by 
which all its members are bound. Although, 
therefore, a new trial can be moved for in the 
ordinary way, if the verdict be unsatisfactory or 
against evidence, the remedy for a mistake in law is by 
tendering a bill of exceptions. But in a criminal case 
this course, it would seem, cannot be adopted. This 

oint is supposed to have been decided on the trial for 
high treason of Sir Harry Vane in the reign of Charles 
the Second, and Hawkins, citing the case, says—“ It has 
been adjudged that no bill of exceptions is grant- 
able on an indictment for treason or felony, having 
never been thought to extend to any such case, it being 
plain that it could not but cause an infinite delay of 
justice.” In a note he extends the rule to all criminal 
cases; but there does not appear to be any absolute 
judicial authority for the position that a bill of excep- 
tions cannot be tendered on a trial for misdemeanour. 
As the Claimant is to be put on his trial in the first in- 
stance for perjury, which is only a misdemeanour, it 
may be that the question may now arise for judicial 
decision, Certainly, the reasoning of Hawkins applies 
equally to all offences, whether they are classed among 
felonies or not. 








THE WANT OF UNIFORMITY in the practice of the 
superior courts in suspending solicitors guilty of mis- 
conduct is likely to produce some inconvenience. By 
the Solicitors Act (23 & 24 Vict., c. 127s. 25) a solicitor 
who is struck off the rolls of one of the superior courts 
may at once be struck off the rolls of the other courts. 
But if he isnot permanently struck off by any one court, 
each court inquires into the matter for itself, and 
inflicts such a term of suspension as it thinks the 
offence deserves, and even when only suspended for a 
limited time by one court he may practically be struck 
off the rolls of a court disposed to be more severe, b 
being suspended till further orders (Re Bruton 16 8. J. 
216). The result is that a solicitor who has committed 








an offence may be practising in one court while sus- 
pended in all the others. On the last day of last term 
an application was made to the Court of Common Pleas, 
the court which decided Bruton’s case, on the 
basis of a suspension of an attorney for two years by 
the Court of Exchequer, and a disposition was shown 
by the judges to extend the period of punishment. 
Earlier in the term a series of motions were made with 
reference to another person who had been suspended 
by the Master of the Rolls for ten years, which showed 
a want of uniformity in the practice of the courts in a 
less substantial, but not unimportant matter. It 
appears that the Court of Queen’s Bench, in an appli- 
cation to suspend an attorney already suspended by 
the Master of the Rolls, is in the habit of granting a 
rule absolute in the first instance, while the Court of 
Common Pleas grants only a rule nisi. A long discus- 
sion tock place in the Court of Exchequer as to the 
practice of that Court, when a middle course was 
finally taken, and a rule to show cause granted, which 
would of itself become absolute unless the attorney 
took the initiative and showed good cause against it in 
the meantime. 





In A casE of Wilkinson v. Clements, recently decided 
by the Lords Justices, and reported in this week's 
number of the Weekly Reporter, an exception to the 
general rule, that the Court will not make a decree for 
the specific performance of a part of an agreement, has 
been established, in opposition to the opinion of Vice- 
Chancellor Wickens. The agreement in question was a 
common form of building agreement. The owner of 
land in one of the suburbs of London agreed to let it to 
a builder on abuilding lease. The agreement stipulated 
that when a specified number of houses should have 
been covered in upon the respective plots into which 
the land was divided, the builder should be entitled to 
separate and distinct leases of the plots respectively, at: 
apportioned parts of the ground-rent. ‘The houses 
were to be built according to plans to be approved by 
the landlord or his surveyor. The builder assigned the 
whole agreement by way of mortgage to the plaintiff 
in the suit, to secure moneys advanced by him. 
Ultimately the builder become insolvent, and the 
mortgagee completed the houses on two of the plots. 
The suit was instituted to compel the landlord 
to grant the mortgagee, as assignee of the builder, sepa- 
rate leases of the two plots. Vice-Chancellor Wickens 
dismissed the bill as against the landlord, on the ground 
that the Court had no power to compel the plaintiff to 
perform the agreement as to the rest of the land. The 
Lords Justices reversed this decision, and decreed 
specific performance of the agreement to grant leases 
of the two plots. They considered that the agreement 
was separable, and that it was intended to have the same 
effect as if a distinct agreement had been entered into 
as to each plot ; the object being that, as the houses on 
each plot were completed, the builder should be in a 
position to raise money by sale or mortgage of that plot, 
without putting his alienee or mortgagee under any 
liability with respect to the rest of the land. This 
appears to be a decision of considerable practical im- 
portance. 


A sAD story has been in the nonneenem this week, 
Tr. 


A barrister of the Middle Temple, a Mr. John Haddy, 
died in the Strand Union Workhouse of inflammation 
of the lungs, the result of starvation. He appears to 
have been a man of good education, and a good 
linguist ; anative, not of England, but of one of the 
colonies. He had no chambers, and used to receive 
letters addressed to the gardener’s lodge. Where he 
lived, no one appears to have known ;_but it is known, 
now that the poor fellow is dead, that he was steeped in 
the direst poverty, sleeping sometimes in the alcoves in 
the Temple Gardens, and sometimes in a common lodg- 
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ing-house near Long Acre. He had been called to the bar 
in 1856 and was about forty-seven years of age at the 
time of his death. A member of the Inner Temple, who 
appears to have discovered this unhappy man's sad 
position not very long before his death, ard who had 
befriended him with some assistance, writes to the 
Times invoking public censure on the Inns of 
Court for not providing from their large funds 
relief for cases like this. The writer urges plausibly— 
How far would not the cost of one single entertainment 
go, if directed into such a channel of benevolence. We 
do not desire to undervalue this gentleman’s kindness, 
which is creditable to him, but we think him hasty and 
unjust in his censure of the Inns of Court. Men who 
essay themselves as bar students know, or ought to 
know, that they commit themselves to a struggle which 
is very hard to those whose purses are shallow and 
connections few; and though it may well be, and pro- 
bably is, the truth, that a man of ability and industry may 
counton attaining success even atthe bar, if he can “stay” 
lonz enough, it is not every man whosefortune or social 
position will enable him te live through the interim. 
‘Lhis unfortunate Mr. Haddy seems to have been a man 
who never should have come to the bar. That an error 
of judgment in choosing a profession should have led to 
such a fate is sad enough, but it is unjust to ascribe the 
blame to the Inns of Court; nor indeed do we believe 
that the public interest would be benefited, or the sum 
total of human misery diminished, were the Inns of 
Court to devote a portion of their revenues to providing 
a locus penitentie for similar cases. 





In Re Causton, Thomson, & Co., Ex parte Ward 
(noticed in our last issue), the reader will remember, 
the judge of the Liverpool County Court had held that 
certain spirits “in bond,’ purchased by Ward of the 
firm who afterwards became bankrupts, and which 
were still “in bond” at the date of the bankruptcy, 
were not in the order and disposition of the bankrupts 
with true owner's consent, so as to vest in the trustee 
under the bankruptcy. The reversal of the Chief 
Judge’s decision by the Lords Justices proceeded on the 
ground that there had been a demand of the goods by the 
purchaser, and it was not his fault that they had not 
been delivered up to him—the principle of Smith 
v. Topping 5B. & Ad. Subsequently to the decision of 
the chief judge im this case, another arising out of 
the same bankruptcy, has been belore the same county 
court judge (Mr. Perronet Thompson). In this second 
case the county court judge decided against the trustee in 
bankruptcy on the broader ground that, the custom in 
the trade, of bonded goods being left in the vendor's 
boud warehouses for purchasers’ convenience, being 
proved, that of itself banished the reputation of owner- 
ship. Knowles v. Horsfall, 6 B. & Ald. 134, and 
Thackthwaite v Cook, 3 Taunt. 487, being cited to the 
contrary, the judge quoted the observation of the Court 
in Hamilton v. Bell, 3W. R 62, 10 Exch. 545, that a 
decision which may have been unquestionable at its own 
date may not be applicable to a case of circumstances 
apparently similar occurring fifty or sixty years later. 
Ou the main point the judge relied on Prismall vy. Love- 
grove 5. T. N.S. 329, and Priestley vy. Pratt, 15 W. R. 
639, L. BR. 2 Ex. 101. 





A BANKRUPTCY MATTER from the Brighton County 
Court, reported in another column, appears to deserve 
notice from a practice point of view. An application was 
male to the Brighton County Court, that a bill of costs 
might be specially referred to the London Court for 
taxation, under the 223rd rule of 1870, Special reasons 
were urged; among others, that all the parties con- 
eerned were resident in London. ‘The order was made 
as asked, by the county court judge, but on its being 
presented at the London Court, the taxing master 
declined to act upon it, saying that it was not the prac- 





! sion (Skinner v. London and Brighton Company, 5 Ex. 





tice of that court to tax country bills, unless special 
reasons appeared, which he failed to discern in the cage 
before him. The point is of some practical importance 
and the question is, whether the London taxing master 
has any business to go behind the county court judge's 
reference, 





LEGAL INCIDENTS OF A RAILWAY JOURNEY, 


In spite of the rule ad questionem facti non respondent 
judices it might reasonably be concluded from the cases 
of negligence which have within the last few years been 
argued in banco that the law of negligence is like the 
law of libel before Fox’s Act, when, according to the 
distich in vogue at the time, the bench “were judges 
alike of the law and the fact.” The impression is 
deepened by the fact that in the cases which come 
before the courts the jury have always already affirmed 
the fact of negligence, so that when they set aside the 
verdict they appear simply to disagree with the jury; 
and we do not find in the reports those cases in which 
alone the distinction between the respective functions of 
the law tribunal and the fact tribunal can be fairly 
exhibited—that is, where both judge and jury, in their 
several capacities, would agree that no negligence has 
been shown. Even where the Court so far agree with 
the jury as not to disturb the verdict in favour of neg. 
ligence, the ruling only affirms half as much as the 
verdict, being to the effect not that there was negligence, 
but that there was evidence of negligence. The distinc. 
tion is, it must be confessed, in many cases rather fine. It 
is not, as might seem at first sight, a mere question of 
degree, such as the Court decides upon a motion to set 
aside a verdict as against the weight of evidence. The 
truthof thefacts is not atall in question, it beingassumed 
that the evidence for the plaintiff was in accordance with 
the fact, the inference which may legally be drawn from 
the facts being the sole field of contention. DPerhaps the 
distinction is best shown by stating the rule in the terms 
that it is for the jury to decide whether the defendant 
did or did not act as he might reasonably have been 
expected to act under the circumstances, and for the 
Court to rule whether there were facts imposing on the 
defendant any particular line of action at all. 

It is the peculiarity of all cases on a well-litigated 
subject to run to a point. The peculiarity is well 
instanced in the familiar example of negligence in a 
railway company. First of all, the general rule was laid 
down that for passengers railway companies are not, a8 
for goods, liable as insurers, but are bound to take 
reasonable care only (edhead v. Midland Company 
17 W. R. 737), a rule which, to those unacquainted with 
the origin of the law of common carriers, sounds as if the 
law had more regard for a man’s chattels than his person. 
The explanation is that the rule as to the absolute liability 
of carriers, now, as is well known, much modified, 
originated in the days when to deliver one’s goods to the 
mercy of a carrier without some such security was to 
expose them to spoliation at the hands either of the 
carrier's servants themselves or their thieving accom- 
plices. The distinction between the carriers of goods 
and passengers once clearly established, we may imagine 
judges laying down generally to juries that railway 
companies are bound to use reasonable care. But the 
definition was in no way destined to end there, 
and by means of motions to set aside verdicts for 
want of evidence distinct duties are gradually being 
imposed on everything which has a part to play in the 
course of a railway journey. No motion day passes in the 
courts of common law without a fresh instance of the 
law applying itself to some detail of railway necessity. 
First of all, the general rule was narrowed to the effect 
that companies are not liable for latent defects, such as 6 
flaw in the tire of a wheel (edhead v. Midland Com- 
pany J, and it was held that juries may assume negligence 
when certain accidents are unexplained, such as a colli 
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787), or a train running off the line (Carpue v. Lonicn 
and Brighton Company, 5 Q. B. 751). Then come a 
crowd of rules as to minutie. Companies must keep the 
flagstones over their coal cellars in a secure state (Holmes 
y, North Eastern Company, 17 W. R. 800), guards must 
not slam the door when a passenger is gettiug in 
(Fordham v. London and Brighton Company, 17 W. R. 
396), but may shut it when the passengers are seated 
(Richardson v. Metropolitan Company, 16 W. R. 909), 
and hampers must not be left as stumbling-blocks in 

k places along the “way out” (Nicholson v. Lanca- 
shire and Yorkshire Company, 3H. & C. 534). On the 
other hand, there are authorities that a railway company 
isnot bound to keep the stand of a weighing machine 
flush with the platform (Cornman v. Eastern Counties 
Company, 4 H. & N. 781), nor to edge its staircases with 
lead, instead of brass nosing (Longmore v. Great Western 
Company, 19 OC. B. N. 8. 183). It may, indeed, be said 
that scarcely a door handle is turned, or a wheel 
hammered, in the course of a railway journey, but on the 
authority of a case in the Exchequer Chamber. Never- 
theless, it would be impossible to frame out of all these 
instances a general proposition which could hope exactly 
to meet even one state of facts which may hereafter 
arise. One distinction, indeed, may be pointed out, 
which binds railway companies to a degree of diligence 
correlative to the character of the object upon which it is 
exercised. With regard to everything concerned in 
actual travelling, they are bound to the strictest diligence 
in ensuring safety. This rule is so well ascertained, and 
admits of application with such comparative ease, that 
few questions on the point now arise. ‘To recur, for 


illustration, to a case already mentioned, if the brass- 
nosing, used on the stairs instead of lead, had been em- 
ployed in any detail of locomotion, and an accident 
ensued, the company would clearly have been liable. 
With respect to other details of railway management, the 
company, not having a constant possibility of accident 
before them, are bound merely to the ordinary care of all 


owners of property inviting the visits of the public. 

One branch of the subject, which may be said to par- 
take of both parts of the distinction, may now be consi- 
dered thoroughly worked out. We shall probably hear 
very little more in banco of platform accidents and the 
invitation to alight, subjects which have of late much 
exercised the Courts, both of first instance and appeal. 
The theory of the invitation to alight supplies a good 
illustration of the ingenious shifts, to which plaintiffs 
injured in a railway journey have been put, to justify 
the verdict of sympathetic juries. It was suggested 
that when a porter calls out the name of a station he 
thereby invites the passengers booked to that station to 
get out of the train, and tells them that they may get 
out safely. ‘The suggestion attributes a power of concise 
expression to the porter worthy of Lord Burleigh him- 
self, and was negatived, one would have thought, by the 
common experience that the name of a station is usually 
ealled out some time before the train stops. In Bridges 
v. North London Company (19 W. R. 824) the doctrine 
met its reductio ad absurdum. There the plaintiff's 
husband was killed-in getting out of a train which had 
stopped at Highbury station from a carriage twenty feet 
within the tunnel. The evidence of yggligence was that 
some one in the next carriage heard a porter call out 
“Highbury.” Blackburn, J., nonsuited the plaintiff, 
but in deference to a remonstrance from the jury 
reserved leave to move the Court of Queen’s Bench 
which, as well as the Exchequer Chamber on appeal, 
affirmed the nonsuit. Similarly there was held to be no 
evidence of negligence in Siner vy. Great Western Com- 
pany (17 W. R. 417), where an excursion train overlapped 
the platform, and a passenger jumped out in broad 
daylight, straining her ancle. On the other hand, 
where there was a request to the passengers in terms 
to get out, the company were held liable for an 
accident occurring through there being no platform 
(Foy v. London and Brighton Company, 138 W. R. 


‘and South Eustern Company, 20 W. R. 754). 





293, 18 C. B. N. S. 225). Intermediately between 
these two cases come Petty v. Great Western Company, 
L. R.5 C. P. 461 (note), and Whittaker v. Manchester and 
Sheffield Company, L. R. 5 C. P. 464 (mote). In the first 
case the plaintiff was hurt by mistaking in the duska 
white footway, opposite which his carriage had stopped 
and which led to a signal box, for the platform, anda new 
trial was ordered to enable the question whether he really 
mistook the path for the platform to be put to the jury. 
In the other case the likelihood of the plaintiff's mistake 
seems less, as it was the parapet of a bridge that he 
mistook for the platform. In that case the verdict of 
negligence was upheld by the Common Pleas, which 
seems less inclined than the other courts to disturb a 
jury’s decision. In two very recent cases also in the 
Exchequer Chamber the verdict was allowed to stand, 
that is Preyer v. Bristol and Exeter Company, which was 
referred to at length in the other case (Cockle v. Loudon 
In both 
cases the platform, instead of continuing parallel to the 
lines, gradually receded from them, and the injured man 
stepped out in the dark. The only difference between 
them was that in the first case a porter opened the door 
of the carriage to the passenger. So lately as Monday 
last another platform case was argued in the Court of 
Exchequer—Leek v. Great Eastern Company—the facts 
of which were in general similar to those of Siner vy. 
Great Western Company, but as the accident was caused 
by a switch-handle standing close to the carriage, and 
there was some evidence ttat the train was in the habit 
of stopping where it did instead of at the platform, the 
majority of the Court were of opinion that there was 
evidence of negligence. 

To attempt to extract a principle of law from reported 
sases of such a kind would be ill advised. The cases on 
this point are best summed up as we swmmed them once 
before, by saying:—The passenger must look before 
he leaps, and if he cannot see, must not leap till he is 
told to leap. What is to be considered as an invitation to 
leap is but a question of fact, though it may (on question 
of non-suit, for instance) be a question of law, whether 
there is evidence to go to a jury on that question of fact. 
To this may be added that, if any circumstance is to 
have particular prominence given to it, the stopping 
of the train is to be looked on as the invitation to alight 
rather than the calling out of the neme of the station. 
A very simple state of facts illustrating this rule occurred 
a short time since in a case tried before the Judge of the 
Brentford County Court. The train stopped, and after 
a minute's pause went on with a jerk, injuring the plaintiff 
as he was getting out. Under the direction of the judge 
the jury found a verdict for the plaintiff. 

It is clear that the courts have gone far in correcting 
the stringent view of the duty of railway companies which 
juries are naturally inclined to take. In Whittaker v. 
Manchester and Sheffield Company, Willes, J., seemed to 
think they had gone too far. He says, “ 1 must not be 
supposed to agree with the majority of the Court in 
Bridges v. North London Company, remembering the 
necessity for keeping distinct the questions of fact and 
law, and I cannot now understand how it could be said 
as a matter of law that the calling out of the name of 
the station was not an invitation, since the inference to 
be drawn from it must depend upon all the circumstances 
of the case.” Still the Courts are probably right in re- 
fusing to recognise, as proper for the consideration of the 
jury, the two “circumstances of the case” upon which 
the determination of the question of negligence so often 
depends—the circumstance that the plaintiff is deserving 
of pity, and the circumstance that the defendant is : 
railway company. The true priuciple seems to be that 
it is the the right of the jury to infer negligence from all 
the circumstances as a matter of fact, but where there are 
no circumstances pointing to legal negligence, it is the 
right of the Court to assume that they misunderstood the 
definition laid down for them, and to say that the vertices 
is bad as a matter of law. 
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ON THE NEGOTIATION OF A MARRIAGE 
SETTLEMENT.* 
No. II. 
(Continued from p. 65.) 

Before we proceed to the discussion of what ought to 
»2 settled, it is perhaps advisable to point out that, as a 
eral rule, moveable chattels had better not be settled. 
re are two exceptional cases, first, where the chattels, 
her of great value or not, have a local value in con- 
on with a house that is to be settled, as, for example, 
apestry expressly made for the rooms, or have value 
attached to them by members of the family owing to as- 
rociations, as, for example, a flag taken by a member of 
the family from an enemy’s ship, or a sword or medals 
formerly belonging to a member of the family who was a 
distinguished officer; in both these cases the object of the 
settlement is to preserve the chattels themselves, and they 
should be settled as “heirlooms;”+ it is unnecessary to 
make any provisions for their being insured, or for their 
being replaced if lost or destroyed, as from the nature 
of the case, they are irreparable in the eyes of the 

family. The second exceptionable case occurs where the 
lady is the owner of personal chattels_of great intrinsic 
v , such as a collection of pictures or a diamond neck- 
lé 


in this case they ought to be assigned to the | 


rustees of the settlement, and it should be ‘Temembered 
that the instrument of as=ii gnment, being a marriage set- 
tlement, need not be registered as a ill of sale. It is 


proper that an inventory of the property should be made | 
tob « signed by the intended husband and wife and the | 


trustees. Two schemes may be adopted for the settle- 
ment: 


tention that they should e+ ventually go to the eldest or 
only son, or it may be intended that they should even- 


t tally be sold and divided among the children of the | 


miurriage. In the former case the trusts will be similar 


to the trusts of the heirlooms, in the latter case thet 


r plan appears to be to create an immediate trus 
le, but not — able during the lifetime of the 
nded husbend and wife, or the survivor without their, 
- her concurrence, and to declare the trusts of the 

ceds, Power pee be given to the trustees to apply 

» of part of the settled funds in insuring 

and in cases where the property is bulky, as, 

where it consists of pictures, it might be ex- 

convenient to authorise the trustees to apply part 

income of the trust funds in hiring a proper place 
It in. 

return to the more 

to be settled: there is, it is obvious, a vast dis- 
between those settlements where the primary 
( serve a certain estate in the family, and 

primary object is to make a provision for 

the former case the owner of the estates 

it settled without reference to the ques- 
hether an equivalent will be settled on the other 
not, and, accordingly, the estate is put into strict 
wien out any reference to its value as compared 

erty put into settlement. In the latter 

rule is to aim at equality between the 

into settlement on behalf of both husband 

would, however, guard the practitioner 

ving the notion of equality too far. It is 

adv ge of the intended family, under 
nily,’ we comprehend the intended 
and the issue of the intended marriage, 
vision from them should be, so far as 

it of the reach of creditors; and, accord- 
in cases where the lady’s fortune is but small the 
practitioner will advise the intended husband to 


a pr pe r 28 


* Communicated by H. W. Elphinstone, Erq., Barrister-at- 
law, Late Lecturer, on Conveyancing, tothe Vine Law 
Society. 

+ As to which see Martelli v. Holloway, L. R, 5 ¥. & I. 
Avy. 592; Harrington v. Hnrrington, i. R. 5 i. ‘& L. App. 
47; Christie v. Gosling. 1. MR. oe & I App. 279; Shelley v. 
She ey, 1G W. 1 35, L. RB. Eq. 559. 


the things themselves may be settled with the in- | 


general discussion of what | 


| settle a larger sum than that settled by the intended wife, 
so as to secure a proper provision for the family. On the 
other hand, if the lady’s fortune is very large, and, 
according to the invariable practice in modern times, the 
bulk of it is put into settlement, it would be most unrea. 
sonable that her advisers should require the gentleman to 
settle an equivalent. 

There are some few cases that require special discus. 
sion. First, let us suppose that the husband is in trade; 
it is of the utmost importance on the one hand to make 
a sufficient settlement, as there is always the risk of his 
being unsuccessful in business, and on the other hand 
not to take so much capital out of the business for the 
purpose of putting it into the settlement as would cripple 
his trade. It is impossible to lay down any rule as to 
the proper amount to be settled in such cases; if the 
gentleman has any considerable fortune realised in addi. 
tion to that embarked in his business no difficulty will 
arise; for bearing in mind the possible risk of his 
being unsuccessful in business, he will, if well advised, 
put the bulk of his realised fortune into the settlements 
and allow the intended wife to take the first life 
interest in it with a restraint on anticipation, so as to 
' secure as large a provision for his family as possible in 
case of his failure in business. On the other hand if all 
his fortune be embarked in his business, it is not a very 

easy task to advise him what to do, for the withdrawal 
of any part of the capital from his trade may seriously 
injure it, and may possibly even cause him to become a 
bankrupt. Possibly sound advice may be given to him 
founded on the following consideration: Let us suppose 
that the yearly returns onhiscapital amount to 12 percent. 
where under the term returns I include the two items 
which would be distinguished in his books as profit and 
interest on capital. No prudent husband would live 
' up to the whole of an income produced by so high a 

rate of interest at 12 per cent., particularly when one 
i remembers that at least seven per cent. of it would cease 

on his death; or, in other words, that on his death his 

family would have less than half the income that he had 

during his life time. It appears, therefore, that it would 

not be unreasonable for him to covenant to pay a certain 

annual sum to the trustees to be placed into the settlement 

as capital. There appears no objection to arranging 

that he should pay overa certain share of the annual pro- 

fits, if any, instead of a fixed sum; this latte x plan would 
‘ have the adv: auntage of not putting any pressure on him ata 
time of commercial distress. In cither case it would appear 
proper to state a maximum sum, after payment of 
which nothing more should be paid to the trustees, 
The income of the annual swans paid to the trustees 
might be directed to be paid to the intended wife for 
her separate use without power of anticipation, so as 
to secure a provision for the family in case of his failure, 
or it might be accumulated at compound interest ; if the 
latter plan be adopted it would appear proper to 
authorise the trustees at their uncontrolled discretion to 
pay the income arising from the accumulated fund to the 
wife, or after her death to apply it for the benefit of the 
children, instead of investing it by «way of compound 
interest, so as to secure an income for the family if the 
intended husband ghould fail. Jf such a power be given 
to the trustees care must be taken not to give the hus- 
band a veto on its exercisc, for if he were to take a life 
interest in remainder expectant on his wife’s death in the 
funds, such interest would pass to his trustee in bank- 
ruptey, who would be able to exercise the power of 
vetoing vested in the bankrupt, it being a power vested 
in the latter for his own benefit. It may be témarked 
that if the annual sum put by be five per cent. on the 
capital engaged in business, it will produce a sum equal 
to the capital in twenty years, assuming that the income 
arising from the sums invested is paid to the wife, while if 





the resulting income be accumulated at compound interest, 


the same sum will be produced in about fourteen-and-a- 
half years, assuming that the investments be made at five 
per cent. 
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Second, where the intended husband is making an 
income from some profession, the same scheme as that 
suggested for a trader may be followed; but as there is 
comparatively small risk of his failure the better plan is 
for his life to be insured and for him to covenant to pay 
the premiums. It appears advisable, having regard to 
the possibility of his becoming unable to work in his old 
age, to effect a policy the premiums on which are payable 
for a certain number of years only, or to effect a policy on 
the scheme that the share of profits goes in reduction of 
the premiums. In all cases where a policy forms part of 
the property settled by a marriage settlement it appears 
proper to authorise the trustees at their discretion either 
to pay the premiums, on the husband’s failure to do so, 
out of the capital fund (if any) of the settlement or the 
interest thereon, or to sell or surrender the policy and to 
apply the proceeds in the purchase of a policy on the 





RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 
Conpvuct or Suir. 
Dowbiggin v. Trotter, L.J., 20 W. R. 1024. 

Under section 42 of 15 & 16 Vict. c. 86, the Court of 
Chancery may, in suits to preserve property pending liti- 
gation, or suits for administration, give the conduct of 
the cause to such person as it may deem proper. Re- 
membering how extremely reluctant courts of appeal 
always are to interfere with or review the exercise of a 
discretion entrusted to a court of inferior jurisdiction, it 
is not surprising that in this case an appeal from an order 
of Vice-Chancellor Malins, as to conduct of suit, was re- 
fused with costs; the matter, as Lord Justice James ob- 
served, being entirely within the discretion of the Vice- 


husband's life not liable to any premiums, or if his life ; Chancellor. The point in the case arose thus:—The 


should not be insurable, to invest the proceeds and accu- 
mulate the interest during his life by way of compound 
interest; for it must be remembered that temporary 
illness may make a professional man lose the whole of a 
year’s income, in which case the power to apply part of 
the settled funds in discharge of the premiums may pre- 
vent the forfeiture of the policy, or he may become per- 
manently incapacitated through illness, in which case he 
might become permanently unable to pay the premiums, 
and in this case the trustees would be guided in their de- 
termination either to pay the premiums out of the settled 
funds or to surrender the policy by the probability of his 
earlier or later death. 

Where the intended husband is an unbeneficed clergy- 
man possessing a sum sufficient to purchase an advowson, 
the plan adopted is the following:—His fortune is 
setiled in the usual manner, but power is given to the 
trustees to purchase an advowson, and to hold the same 
when purchased on trust to present him on the next 
vacancy, and then to sell the advowson. The intended 
husband covenants to insure his life to an amount equal 
to the loss on the re-sale. In this, as in all other cases 
where a man covenants to insure his life at some future 
time, provision should be made for the possibility of his 
life being then uninsurable; thebetter way of doing this is 
to make him covenant that if his life should not be in- 
surable at the ordinary rate of premium he will pay an 
annnity of a fixed amount to the trustees during the rest 
of his life, to be invested and accumulated at compound 
interest. It will be observed that there is a possible loss 
if the above-mentioned scheme is adopted, for the in- 
tended husband may die before a vacancy occurs and he 


risk might be guarded against by effecting an insurance 
conditioned on his life falling during the life of the exist- 
ing incumbent, or within six months after his death. 

Subject to the exceptions that we have pointed out, 
and to some few others that will suggest themselves to 
the careful practitioner, we may lay down the general 
rue that the capital sum settled on behalf of the in- 
tended husband should be the same as that settled on be- 
half of the intended wife; where, by the word “ settled” 
we do not mean paid down, but eventually brought into 
settlement, and where the “ property settled on behalf of 
the intended wife” does not include anything that may 
fall into the settlement by virtue of the covenant to settle 
after-acquired property. 








On Monday evening next, tho 2nd proximo, Sir J. Hardley 
Wilmot, Bart., witl preside at a meeting of the Social 
Science Association, at eight o'clock, when a paper will be 
read by Mr. Frederic Hill on “ The Expediency of giving to 
County Court Judges a Criminal Jurisdiction.” 

We are glad to announce an accession of strength to the 
list of practising solicitors in the House of Commons by 
the election of Mr. Charles BE. Lewis, senior, partner of the 
firm of Lewis, Munns, Nunn, & Longden, as member for 
Derry, who has defeated Mr. Palles, Q.C., the Attorney- 
General for Ireland. 





' suit. 





tenant for life under a trust had filed an administration 
bill, and afterwards the remainderman instituted a more 
perfect suit for the same purpose. ‘Thereupon, the tenant 
for life moved to stay proceedings in the second suit, or 
to have the suits amalgamated, and that the tenant for 
life might have the conduct of the amalgamated suits. 
The Vice-Chancellor decided the contest by giving the 
tenant for life the conduct of the second suit, on condi- 
tion of undertaking to stay proceedings in the first; her 
interest was larger than that of the plaintiff in the second 
The party who first invokes the aid of the Court 
generally, ceteris paribus, gets the conduct of the whole 
proceedings. See, for instance, Riedes v. Barret (19 
W. R. 871) where a creditor who had taken out an ad- 
ministration summons succeeded in maintaining his right 
to the conduct of an administration suit afterwards in- 
stituted by another creditor, who got a decree. See also 
Zambaco vy. Cassavetti, L. R. 12 Eq. 459.° 


Souiciror’s Cuarce on Property REecovERED oR 
PRESERVED iN A Svlt. 
Jones v. Frost, L.J., 20 W. R. 1025. 

The application here was a renewal of that in Heinrich 
v. Sutton, 19 W. R. 1075, L. R. 6 Ch. 865, which failed 
on the ground that the application ought to have been 
made in Jones v. Frost (see 16S. J. 25). It is satisfac- 
tory to find that the solicitor got his charge at last, see- 
ing that the object of the 28th section of the Act 23 & 24 
Vict. c, 127, was to extend to property not in courta 
charge analogous to that of a solicitor as an officer of the 
court, on a fund recovered or preserved in a suit, and 


can be presented to the living. If thought necessary this | actually in court (Lumley v. Desborough, 19 W. R. 1045, 


L. R. 11 Eq. 185), and solicitors ought not to be deprived 
of their lien in these matters where there has been a good 
deal of work done (Scholefield v. Lockwood, 17 W. R. 
184, L. R. 7 Eq. 83). The point now decided is, that a 
solicitor is entitled to a charge on the subject-matter of 
the suit where it has been “ preserved’? in the sense of 
removing a.cloud on the title. The circumstance that 
the result of the suit was to remove an incumbrance on 
the subject-matter was held to be suflicient to entitle the 
solicitor to a charge for his costs of suit, although such 
result followed on a compromise, and was not the effect 
of adecree. We collected the decisions up to a recent 
date on this subject not long ago (15 8. J. 799). 


Sorrcrror anp Crrent—Consrqavence or NEGLECT TO TAKE 
out CERTIFICATE. 
Re B. Hope, a solicitor (2), L.J., 20 W. R. 1026, 

By the Solicitors Act (6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, s. 26) it is pro- 
vided that no person who, as an attorney or solicitor, 
shall sue, prosecute, defend, or carry on any action or 
suit, or any proceedings in any court of law or equity, 
without having previously obtained a stamped certificate 
which shall be then in force, shall be capable of main- 
taining any action or suit for the recovery of any fee, 
reward, or disbursement for or in respect of any business, 
matter, or thing done by him as an attorney or solicitor 
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as aforesaid whilst he shall have been without such certi- 
ficate. The result of the authorities on this section, 
according to Erle, J., is, that an attorney, although un- 
certificated, may do acts in his capacity of attorney, but 
he will in such case lose his fees (Holdgate v. Slight, 21 
L. J. Q. B. 74). Accordingly, items in a bill of costs for 
business done whilst the solicitor was uncertificated were 
disallowed on the objection being taken before the master 
at the taxation (Re Angell, 6 Dowl. & L. 144); yet the 
objection, if not taken then, cannot be taken afterwards 
on an application to review the taxation (Fullalove v. 
Parker, 10 W. BR. 381). Nor will proceedings taken on 
behalf of a party by a solicitor who had not at the time 
renewed his certificate be set aside as irregular, as in the 
case of an appearance entered by a solicitor so situated 
(Sparling v. Brereton, 14 W.R. 515, L. R. 2 Eq. 64); for 
it is the right of the solicitor to recover his fees, and not 
the interest of the client, that is affected by the want of 
proper qualification. It would be hard indeed if the rule 
were otherwise ; at all events, in the case of an omission 
to renew the certificate as distinguished from practising 
without being qualified. It may be observed, moreover, 
that the Attorneys and Solicitors Act, like the Statute of 
Limitations, only touches the remedy. The costs remain 
due, although the right to recover them is taken away. 
The solicitor can take no step to recover such costs, but 
he is not prevented from receiving them if circumstances 
enable him to do so. Thus, in Fullalove v. Parker (sup.), 
where it was conceded that the solicitor could not recover 
any costs under the circumstances, Willes, J., said that if 
the plaintiff had made advances to the solicitor, the latter, 
although uncertificated, might have retained the money 
so advanced against his bill of costs. Thus, also, where 
@ client had obtained the common order to tax, involving 
@ submission to pay what should be found due from him, 
it was held that the solicitor was entitled to be allowed 
Various items for business done whilst he happened to be 
without a certificate, for the debt was not destroyed, and 
the client had undertaken to pay what should be found 
due from him (Re Jones, 19 W. R. 159, L. R. 9 Eq. 63). 
In Re B. Hope (sup.), where a motion had been dismissed 
with costs, and the beaten party objected to the taxation 
of such costs, on the ground that his opponent's solicitor 
was uncertificated whilst they were incurred, the Lords 
Justices approved and followed Te Jones, observing that, 
although the solicitor could not recover his costs, the 
client might pay them, and was at any rate entitled to 
have them taxed and paid in pursuance of the order dis- 
missing the motion. 





COMMON LAW. 
Set-orr—-ANNULMENT or Bankruptcy. 
Bailey v. Johnson, Ex.Ch., 20 W. R. 1013, L. R. 7 Ex. 
263. 

This case (commented on 15 8. J. 854) has been 
effirmed ; Cockburn, C.J., and Brett, J., seeming to decide 
it principally on the ground taken by the Chief Baron in 
the court below, viz., the operation of the 81st section of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869; the rest of the Court rather 
on the ground of set-off. 


Sratcte or Fravps—Nore ww Writinc. 
Burton v. Rust, Ex.Ch., 20 W. R. 1014, L. R. 7 Ex. 279. 


This case (commented on 16 8. J. 139) has also been 
affirmed. 


PrixcrpaL Anp Surety. 
Phillips v. Foxall, 0.B., 20 W. BR. 900; Woulff v. Jay, 
Q.B., 20 W. R. 1030. 


; The doctrines on which these cases turned were lately 
discussed by us in an article (ante p- 3), but their im- 
portance renders it advisable that the cases should re- 
ceive some additional notice in the column devoted to 
“ Recent Decisions,” 





In most of the cases where the liability or non-liability 
of a surety has turned upon the non-communication by 
the creditor of a fact known to him, the question has re. 
lated to a fact which happened before the guarantee was 
entered into; and the question whether it was one which 
the creditor was under a duty to communicate, has turned 
upon the nature of the transaction, the degree to which 
it gave notice of the fact, and the effect of statements 
and representations actually made. In Phillips v. Foxall 
the question was whether the dishonesty of the guaran- 
teed servant, occurring after the guarantee, and making 
the surety liable upon it, would, if not communicated to 
the surety, discharge him from further liability. 

It had been laid down in Smith v. Bank of Scotland 
(1 Dow. 272) that the creditor's knowledge of the debtor's 
“untrustworthiness””’ would discharge the surety as to 
the future, and Malins, V.C., had more recently, in 
Burgess v. Eve (20 W. R. 310, L. R. 13 Eq. 450), inti- 
mated an opinion that under a continuing guarantee 
(though under seal) the surety might, upon the debtor 
being guilty of “misconduct,” give notice to terminate 
the contract. The former view has in the case of Phillips 
v. Forall led the majority of the Court of Queen’s Bench 
(Cockburn, C.J., and Lush and Quain, JJ.) to hold that a 
surety was discharged in respect of subsequent defalca- 
tions, when, after the discovery of defalcations by the 
creditor, he had, without communication with his surety, 
retained the debtor in his employment. There is some 
obscurity about such words as “defalcation”; if every 
failure to satisfy the obligation of a running engagement 
were to compel the creditor to give to the surety the 
option of cancelling his agreement, such guarantees 
would not be good for much; the untrustworthiness, 
therefore, which would thus put an end to a guarantee, 
must be something involving moral obliquity, probably 
indeed it must amount to embezzlement or fraud. 
Blackburn, J., though concurring in the result, appears 
to prefer another ground suggested by what was said by 
Malins, V.C., in Burgess v. Lve. His view is that the 
misconduct of the servant places in the hands of the 
master “a remedy,” or rather, in truth, a means of pre- 
venting further loss, namely, a right to dismiss the ser 
vant, that the surety is entitled to call upon him to use 
this ‘‘ remedy,” and that if without the surety’s consent 
he forgoes its use, he vacates the guarantee so far as it is 
anplicable to the loss caused by that omission. In this 
way the learned judge tries (with some subtlety) to bring 
the case more directly within the principles recognised as 
governing this branch of the law, and, it must be admitted, 
that this view brings the matter to a more precise test. It 
comes to this, that whenever, in the employment guaran- 
teed, the principal does an act which at once involves the 
surety in liability, and gives the employer a right to dis- 
miss him, the surety has a right (at least, if the con- 
tinuance of the employment may involve him in further 
liability) to insist on his dismissal, that is, his dismissal 
from employment under that contract in respect of which 
alone the surety is responsible; and that, as a consequence 
of this, the employer must either dismiss the servant, or 
communicate the fact to the surety so as to give him the 
option of requiring it to be done, or terminating his 
guarantee. 

From the view of the majority, it seems to follow that 
the creditor's knowledge of earlier dishonesty of the 
principal debtor makes it incumbent on him to communi- 
cate it to the surety. From the judgmeut of Blackburn, 
J., this does not follow. Upon the whole, notwithstand- 
ing that his distinction at first appears somewhat subtle, 
we should be disposed to follow the latter, 

The case of Woulff v. Juy we need only notice as 
another instance of the application at common law of the 
maxim just referred to, that the loss of a collateral 
security, through the neglect of the creditor, discharges 
the surety to the extent of its value. There the creditor 
had lost the benefit of a bill of sale throngh neglecting to 
register it. 
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INNKEEPER’s LIEN. 
Threlfall v. Borwick, Q.B., ts W. R. 1032, L. R. 7 Q. B. 
711. 

It was here held that an innkeeper had a lien upon a 
piano brought by a guest into his rooms, though the 
guest had stayed at the inn for some months at a weekly 
yate (Allen v. Smith, 11 W. R. 440, 2 C. B. N.S. 638), 
and though the piano was a stranger's, and only on hire 
(Turvill v. Crawley, 13 Q. B. 197, and the old cases 
there referred to). This is certainly going a long way, 
considering that the article was not of such a kind asa 
guest at an inn might be expected to travel with, or to 
have there at all otherwise than on hire; and if the fact 
that it was on hire had been known to the innkeeper, it 
would of course have brought the case within Broad- 
wood v. Granara (3 W. R. 25, 10 Ex. 417). But it is 
clear from this decision, and from Turrill v. Crawley, 
that the old ground which was formerly alleged for the 
carriers’ and the innkeepers’ lien, namely, their obliga- 
tion to receive, is, at least so far as concerns the latter, 
abandoned; and that the right is now grounded on the 
duty of care which he owes in respect of that which he 
does in fact receive as innkeeper; just as, on the other 
hand, the lodging-house keeper has no duty of care 
(Holder v. Soulby, 8 C. B. N.S. 254) and no lien. 


Misinc Leasre—Power or Distress. 

Daniel v. Stepney, Ex., 21 W. R. 17, L. R. 7 Ex. 327. 

It is not surprising that in this case the Court refused 
to give a novel extension to the extreme powers which 
landlords are in the habit of trying to reserve to them- 
selves under the name of distress. Where a rent issues 
out of land a power of distress may go with it, and the 
burden of the distress as well as of the rent will run with 
the land. But it was a new thing, on creating a rent 
issuing out of one mine, to attempt to annex to it a power 
of distress operating not only over that mine, but over 
any other mine, which for the time being might be worked 
by the lessee with it. That a rent could not be reserved 
out of lands wholly undefined, and which might not even 
be, at the time of its creation, the property of the lessee 
is clear; and it is only as an incident of a rent that the 
power of distress could run with and bind the land. In 
fact, in the old cases on this subject, where the owner of 
land gave to the owner of rent a power of distress over 
land out of which the rent did not then issue, it was 
always treated as a grant of a rent-charge out of that 
land. And if in this case such a power had been given 
over defined lands that would have been its effect; the 
attempt failed because no such rent-charge on undefined 
lands, and shifting from one property to another, can be 
created. 


DaMaGEs. 

Brown v. Muller, Ex., 21 W. R. 18, L. R. 7 Ex. 319, 

This case is important as fixing the rule which had 
been somewhat obscurely laid down in Josling v. srvine, 
30 L. J. Ex. 78, 9 W. R.C. L. Dig. 32. The plaintiff 
had a contract with the defendant for monthly deliveries 
of iron, extending over three months. In the first 
month he demanded the delivery for that month, but the 
defendant insisted that the contract was cancelled. The 
plaintiff, however, insisted on the contract, and at the end 
of the third month sued for non-delivery. The view 
thrown out by Bramwell, B., was plausible, that the 
plaintiff should, on the defendant's repudiation of the 
contract, have obtained a similar contract elsewhere, and 
could therefore only charge the defendant with the 
difference in price of the two contracts, which would be 
the difference in the prices he would have had to pay 
on the original and the substituted contract. But, on 
the other hand, it is difficult to answer the argument of 
the Chief Baron, that an absolute refusal to perform 
made before the time for performance arrives, is 
only a breach at the option of the party entitled to per- 
formance, and that the plaintiff therefore remained en- 





titled to demand delivery in each month, and to treat the 
default in each month as a separate breach. On this 
view he was entitled to the difference between the contract 
price and the market price at the expiration of each 
month on one-third of the iron to be delivered; and it 
was so held. This decision lays down a rule which, 
especially in the coal and iron trades, will be of frequent 
application. 








REVIEWS. 


The Rule of the “Law of Fixtures.” By ARcHIBALD 
Brown, M.A., B.C.L., of the Middle Temple, Barrister- 
law. Second edition, incorporating the principal American 
Decisions. London: Stevens & Haynes. 

This work has now grown from a series of articles pub- 
lished in the Zaw Magazine to a moderate sized octavo 
volume. The subject is one on which there was plenty of 
room for a text-book, the older books, such as ** Amos & 
Ferard,” not having to our knowledge been reproduced in 
modern editions. We can recommend the hook to the 
practitioner, because it is an intelligent construction, and 
not a mere string of head notes, We do not think that the 
value of the work is much, if at all, increased by the addi- 
tion of the American decisions. American decisions are of 
very little value in this country (excepting indeed some of 
the older ones), on account both of the inferior respect 
commanded by the American Bench, and of the inferior 
character of the American Law Reports. An American ca:e 
is seldom worth more than a suggestion of a case which 
may some day arise here. Mr. Brown’s book, however, is 
none the worse for the addition of these cases. It will bea 
useful book, and is well got up aud printed in a large clear 


type. 








COURTS. 


THE EUROPEAN ASSURANCE SOCIETY 
ARBITRATION.* 
(Before Lord Westivry.) 
Oct. 31, Nov. 5.—Re The British Commercial Insurance 
Company, Blundell's case. 

Insurance company—Policyholder—Transfer of business in 
veturn fur indemnity—Novation of contract—Notice— 
Payment to new company of premiums on policy effected 
with old company. 

Novation is a question of the intention of the person who 
novates, and that intention is a fact which must be proved. 
The burden of proof lies with the persons who allege the novce 
tion, and it must be evidenced in the clearest manner, so as to 
exclude presumption. 

A policyholder, therefore, cannot be said to hive novated 
wi’h an insurance company, to which the company originally 
granting his policy has transferred its business, unless tt 
can be proved that he intended to stand to the new company 
in the same position that he previovsly stocd in to the old. 
The payment of premiums to the new company, and the fact 
that the name of the new company appears on the healings of 
the receipts, are not of themselves suficient evide:.ce of such 
intention. 

This was the claim of Mr. Blandell to rank as a creditor 
of the British Commercial Insurance Company, in respect 
of a policy granted by it in March, 1855. 

The British Commercial Insurance Company was estab- 
lished as a joint stock company by a deed, dated the Ist of 
May, 1821, by the 49th clause of which it was provided 
that the benefits, powers, and regulations of the company 
should be extended to Ireland under the management 
of special Irish directors. By the 72nd clause it was 
provided that the “receipts in writing of the trustees 
or directors for the time being, or any one of them, 
attested by the managing director for the time being, 
or the actuary, for any money belonging to, or payabla 
for, any property of the company, should 
effectually discharge the persen or persons paying the 
same’’ from further liability, or being obliged to see to the 
application thereof. There were also provisions in the 


iyi. Reported by W. Boustield, Ksq., Barrister-at-law. 
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deed giving the directors entire superintendence over 
the concerns of the company, and providing that share- 
holders should be liable only to the amount of their shares 
for the sums insured with the company, but there were no 
provisions authorising amalgamation with, or the acquisi- 
tion of, the business of any other insurance company. By 
the 2 & 3 Will. 4,c. 38, and by the 10 & 11 Viet. c. 84, the 
company was subsequently enabled to sue and be sued in 
the name of certain officers and persons. 

In November, 1859, arrangements were entered into by 
the directors of the company for the transfer of the busi- 
ness to the British Nation Life Assurance Association on 
the terms foliowing—viz., that the shares of all such share- 
holders in the company as concurred, or might from time 
to time be induced to concur, in the arrangement, should 
be assigned to trustees for the association, and that until 
all the shares in the company should be so assigned the 
business should be continued to be carried on as before— 
separate und apart from the business of thé British Nation. 
These proceedings were sanctioned by an extraordinary 
general meeting of the shareholders of the company, held 
on the 20th January, 1860, at which it was further 
arranged that shareholders should either be paid off at a 
rate of twenty-five shillings a share, or receive in lieu of 
their shares others of the British Nation Association. By 
two deeds of 8th February, 1860, and 9th June, 1860, 
shares amounting altogether to 11,840 (12,000 shares being 
the total number issued) were transferred by their respec- 
tive proprietors to two gentlemen, who declared themselves 
trustees for the Association. 

The amalgamation was finally carried out by a deed of 
the 31st December, 1864, to which the trustees were parties, 
and which, having recited that all the shares subscribed 
for in the company had been transferred to the trustees, 
except some few, the owners of which were unknown, and 
the right to which was considered to have been lost by lapse 
of time and non-claim, or otherwise under the provisions 
of the deed of settlement, proceeded to transfer all the 
shares and capital of the British Commercial Company to 
the British Nation Association, with a view that the busi- 
ness and capital of the company should be amalgamated 
with and merged in the business and capital of the Asso- 
ciation, which on its part covenanted to indemnify the 
company and the trustees against all claims and liabilities 
in respect of the shares, and debts owing by the company. 
After the date of this deed no separate business was car- 
ried on by the British Commercial Company. 

In March, 1866, the business and assets of the British 
Nation Association were transferred to the Earopean Assu- 
rance Society. 

On the 28th March, 1855, the Rev. Robert Blundell, 
of Ballenlough, Castlerea, in Ireland, effected a policy 
with the British Commercial Company, which provided 
that if he should on the 27th of March, in each year 
during his life, pay to the company the preminms men- 
tioned in the policy, his executors should be entitled io 
£400 at his death. This policy was numbered 8,779, and 
was granted by three of the directors of the company, and 
signed by James Mahoney, the agent of the company at 
Castlerea, through whom the policy was effected, 

From the date of the policy to the year 1871 Mr. Blundell 
paid the premiums to James Mahoney, and received 
the receipts for such payments through him. Throughout 
this period James Mahoney continued to use the same office 
in Castlerea, and acted as agent for the British Commer- 
cial Company, the British Nation Association, and the 
European Society, successively ; but there was no notice 
affixed to his office that any change had taken place in the 
company, or that he was acting for any other company 
than that from which the policy had been granted. Until 
the year 1860 the receipts were in the following form :— 

“ British Commercial Life Insurance Company, London. 
Sum assured, £100. Policy, No. 8,779. 

Received the 13th day of April, 1857, the sum of 
£9 6s. 4d., being half the premium of insurance on £400 
aud interest for one year, from the 27th day of March, 
1857, on the life of the Rev. Robert Bundell. 

£9 6s. 4d. ih Directors 
14 4 E. tJ of the company 
£8 2s. Od. 
Witness, 





The receipts for the years 1861 and 1862 were of the 
same form, but headed—* British Commercial Life In. 
surance Company, London, united with the British Nation 
Life Assurance Associatiation. Policy, 8,779,” and were 
witnessed by James Mahoney. 

The receipts for the years 7863, 1864, and 1855, were in 
the same forn, and headed— 

“ British Nation Life Assurance Association, with which 
united the business of the British Commercial Life In- 
surance Company. Policy 8,779,” and were countersignel 
by J. Mahoney. The receipt for 1866 was in the same 
form, and headed— 

“British Nation Life Assurance Association, in union 
with the European Assurance Society, empowered by special 
Act of Parliament. Policy No. 8,779.” 

The receipts for the years from 1887 to 1871 were of the 
same form, and headed— 

“ European Assurance Society, empowered by special 
Act of Parliament. ‘Policy 8,779,” and had the name 
of “J. Mahoney, agent,” printed upon them. 

On the transfer of the business of the British Commer. 
cial to the British Nation, and on the subsequent transfer 
to the European, circulars, giving notice of the transaction, 
were sent out to policyholders, but Mr. Blundell never re- 
ceived any notice, or had any knowledge whatever of either 
of them, except so far as they were given by the headings 
of the various receipts. 

In January, 1872, the Court of Chancery ordered the 
European Society to be wound up, and Mr. Blundell there- 
upon claimed to be entitled to prove against the British 
Commercial Company for the value of his policy. 

The Life Assurance Companies Act, 1872, s. 7, to which 
reference was made in Lord Westbury’s judgment in this 
case, is as follows :—‘ Where a company, either before or 
after the passing of this Act, has transferred its business 
to or been amalgamated with another company, no policy- 
holder in the first-mentioned company who shall pay to 
the other company the premiums accruing due in respect 
of his policy, shall, by reason of any such payment made 
after the passing of this Act, or by reason of any other 
act done after the passing of this Act, be de2med to have 
abandoned any claim which he would have had against 
the first-mentioned company on due payment of pre. 
miums to such company, or to have accepted, in lieu 
thereof the liability of the other company, unless such 
abandonment and acceptance have been signified by some 
writing signed by him or by his agent lawfully autho. 
rised.” 

Jackson, for Mr. Blundell, said there were two points in 
the case; firstly, as to whether a novation of a contract, 
as against a policyholder, had taken place; and secondly, 
the subsidiary one, whether there was any legal amalga: 
mation of the British Commercial with the British Nation, 
The decision in this case would govern nearly all the poli- 
cies effeoted in Ireland with the British Commercial. 

Lord Westsury.—The affirmative of these two issues 
lies with the other side, and I shall hear their argu- 
ment first. 

Higgins, Q.C. (M. Cookson with him), for the official 
liquidator of the British Commercial Company. 

The question of the validity of the arrangement between 
the two companies is only one step towards, and does not 
govern, the important point, whether or no there has been 
novation in this case. Whether the arrangements were 
valid or not, there may be novation, because policyholders 
were allowed to exchange their policies for those of the 
new company, and if they did so, there would be novation 
de facto. 

I contend that, from the facts shown in this case, Mr. 
Blundell has, by novating with the British Nation, lost his 
right to prove against the British Commercial. There 
was a contract between him and the British Commercial, 
and it was this; that ou conditiou of his paying the com- 
pany certain premiums, year by year, the company should 
be liable to pay a certain sum at his death, but if he did 
not fulfil the condition, the company would not be liable. 
He must show that he paid the premiums to the 
British Commercial, and he does so by showing the receipts 
of the British Nation, and of the European. If he had 
gone to some entirely separate company, and paid his pre- 
miums, could he have claimed against the British Com. 
mercial? He is in this dilemma, he either knew every 
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~hing or nothing; he has in paying his premiums to the 

British Nation, either gone on the footing of the arrange- 

ment, and with the view of carrying it out, or he has 
acted at his own peril, and without any authority has 
paid the premiums to the wrong company, and so has let his 
policy drop. The British Commercial was a company of a 
special character, and the 49th, 72nd and other clauses 
of the deed of settlement, show that notice coe ak 
puted to the Irish policyholders of the arrangemen' ich 
took place. They were put to inquiry by the fact that they 
did not get the receipts of their own, but of another com- 
pany, which although they purported to be for their parti- 
cular policies, were not in accordance with the constitution 
ofthe company. The receipts from the year 1866 did not 
mention anything about the British Commercial, and were 
only identified by the number of the policy. Mr. Blundell 
is affected with notice of, and has accepted, all the arrange- 
ments between the companies; he believed they were for 
his benefit, and has waived all right to prove on his origi- 
nal policv. One test of that is: Could the European re- 
pudiate his claim to prove against them? If he hasa 
right to prove against the British Nation, or against the 
European, it is a fair corollary, that he can have no right 
to prove against the British Commercial. 

Lord Wesraury.—I have always understood that a man 
may have a right to prove against two companies; but 
when he has elected to prove against one, he has lost his 
right to prove against the other. 

Higgins, Q.C.—It is quite clear that if Mr. Blundell 
could prove against the European, he could not prove 
against the British Commercial ; because his proof against 
the European could only be on the ground that he had a 
contract with them, and this could only arise by a novation 
with them of his original contract with the British Com- 
mercial. The European agreed to accept him on the terms 
of his policy, and he agreed to accept them in substi- 
tution of the British Commercial. It is established 
that if there be novation with a second party, the first 
party is freed from liability (see Re National Provincial 
Assurance Company, 18 W. lt. 398, L. R. 9 Eq. 306, and Re 
Western Life Assurance Society, Budden’s case, 16S. J. 462). 
‘The observations of Lord Cairns in the latter case are exactly 
in point here, and the facts were very similar to these. He 
considered that it rested on the claimant to show that he 
paid his premiums to the transferee company us agent for 
the transferring company. It is impossible for Mr. Blundell 
to show that here, as the contract between the companies 
excluded the addition of agency. Agency implies account- 
ability. The British Commercial could not have filed a 
bill against the British Nation, asking foran account. Lord 
‘Cairns also regarded the continuance of the number 
of the old policy on the receipts as a proper and 
natural way of identifying the origin of the policy, and 
decided that the payment of the premiums to the absorbing 
company for some years after the arrangement for transfer, 
there being nothing to mislead policyholders, was to be 
regarded as an acceptance by the policyholders of the 
liability of the new company, and a substitution and dis- 
charge of the liability of the old company (see also Re 
Medical Invalid Assurance Society, Fagan’s case, 158. J. 
885 ; Re Western Assurance Society, Rivaz’s case, 168. 3.590). 
When a policyholder is informed that his premium is to be 
paid, either at another office, or to another company, or 
their agent, he must act at his own peril. He cannot both 
reprobate and approbate: and cannot be allowed to say, “I 
know nothing at all; I will take the chances, if affairs 
prosper, but will have no responsibility if they turn out 
ill,” but is bound by whatever he does (see also Re Family 
Endowment Society, 158. J.729; Re Western Life Assurance 
Society, Andrews’ case, 16 8. J. 609). 

Lord Wrstsury.—All these cases depend on special 
facts, aud are not disputable. 

Higgins, Q.C.—See also Re Bank of London Association ; 
Lancaster’s case, 15 S. J. 748. 

There is a special characteristic of the contract of life 
assurance—namely, Contribution toa common fund, which 
18 sometimes, as in a mutual society where there is no pro- 
prietary, the sole fund liable for payment of the sums 
Isured. What is the real character of the transac- 
tion involved in a transfer of policies? Does it not 
mean that you hand over, not merely the policies, but 
the contributions to meet them? his transfer is a benefit 








to the transferee in the case of young policies, and there 
should certainly be some statute of limitations against the 
original contract, founded on a conception of its essential 
characteristic. It is a contract which carries contribution 
as well as liability ; and it would be grossly unjust that a 
person who has contributed for many years to a fund which, 
according to the constitution of the company receiving it, 
was to answer the claims when they arose, should after- 
wards be allowed to say that, although he had contributed 
to this fand, he uow repudiated it ; and looked for payment 
to proprietors, whose contributions were only a material 
guarantee, for the payment of the liabilities out of the fund 
produced by the contributions of the shareholders. In a 
certain sense every policyholder is a shareholder, and if 
policyholders are to be treated leniently, so ought share- 
holders ; they have a common understanding that there is 
this fund, as to a certain portion of which there is guaran- 
tee, while the remainder consists of the contributions of 
policyholders. By paying premiums to another company 
a policyholder puts it out of the power of the company 
which granted the policy, to pay him when the sum in- 
sured falls due. 

There is another important point in this case—namely, 
that the British Commercial Company was never regis- 
tered, and therefore was a mere partnership. How then 
will the list of contributories be settled? If that cannot 
be done there cau bo no winding up. ‘The Companies Act, 
1862, s. 200, which is incorporated with the European Arbi- 
tration Act, defines a contributory, but this is in a registered 
company (see section 74). Are shareholders at the date 
of the amalgamation, or at the present time, to be contribu- 
tories? It is impossible to have a class B., and, as I 
contend, evena class A. Here the British Commercial, 
having no separate entity, was a partnership which de 
facto dissolved itself in December, 1864; it would therefore 
in equity be very difficult for a policyholder who had 
allowed this to say that the members were fixed with 
liability down to the present time. There {is another case 
which ought tobe mentioned, though more jin Blundell’s 
favour, Re Manchester, and London Life Assurance Associa- 
tion (18 W. R. Ch Dig. 64, Lu. R. 5 Ch. 641) ; it was, how- 
ever, on a petition for winding up, where a wide sense is 
given to the word creditor. 

Nov. 5.—Lord Wesrsury.—Zlundell’s case was an appli- 
cation in effect that this gentleman, Mr. Blundell, might be 
held to be entitled to prove against the British Commer- 
cial Company for the value of his policy. 

Now this case is, I think, singularly devoid of every 
circumstance that could induce me to hold that Mr. Blun- 
dell has adopted and taken the European Socicty in 
discharge of the party originally liable to him, namely the 
British Commercial. It appears that the British Commer- 
cial was a Company formed as long ago as the year 1821. 
It way an ordinary joint stosk company of that day. Then 
the British Nation was formed by a deed of settlement in 
1855. And the case states resolutions that were entered 
into at meetings of the British Commercial Assurance 
Company, and among those resolutions, which are in 
page 2, it is stated that one James Mahoney was the duly 
appointed agent of the British Assurance Company at 
Castlereagh, in Ireland. Afterwards a species of union or 
amalgamation was formed between the British Commercial 
and the British Nation ; and I read the principal terms of 
this amalgamation from the deed which is dated the 3lst 
of December, 1864. By that deed, after reciting that the 
continuance of the business of the British Commercial, 
separate and apart from the business of the British Nation 
Association, and the severance of the assets of the 
one company from the assets of the Association, were 
attended with trouble, and were prejadicial alike 
to both the parties. It was on or about the 30th of March, 
1863, considered desirable that the business and assets of 
the British Commercial and of the British Nation, should 
be thenceforth amalgamated and united. And accordingly 
the business and assets have, since a certain day in the 
year 1863, been in practice amalgamated and united accord. 
ingly The business of the British Commercial therefore was 
carried on as part of the joint business and not in a sepa- 
rate form. Well then, the indenture witnesses that in 
pursuance of the resolutions which are recited, the British 
Commercial and their representatives transfer and dispose 
of unto the British Nation, all the shares in the Br:tis': Com- 
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mercial, and all the interest and goodwill of the shareholders 
and proprietors therein, and all the life assurance business 
and other the business or businesses heretofore carried on 
by the said company. And then it is declared that these 
are assigned to the British Nation, inorder and to the in- 
tent that the British Commercial and the capital and 
business thereof may be henceforth amalgamated with the 
British Nation. Now I pause for a moment for the pur- 
pose of indicating here a conclusion to which I shall 
adhere in the process of those windings up. If company 
A transfers its business to company B, the transfer, in my 
mind, involyes an authority to company B to carry on that 
business, and that would involve power incompany B, to re- 
ceive in the case of policies granted by company A, the 
premiums payable on those policies, and they would re- 
ceive those premiums by virtue of the authority impliedly 
given in the transfer by company A to company B. It is 
part of the carrying on of the business of company A. If 
the business is transferred it involves all tho subsisting 
policies. It involves the right to receive the premiums 
that become dne by virtue of the contracts contained in 
those policies. Ifthe matter, therefore, does not assume 
any other shape, oris not transferred into any other con. 
tract, all the premiums thenceforth paid by the policy- 
holder at the date of the transfer to company B, the 
transferee will in the first place be considered as received 
by company B under that implied authority. And if com- 
pany B mean to say that they have received it in another 
capacity, and by virtue of a new contract with themselves, 
and not by virtue of the original contract transferred to 
them the dnty of proving the new contract and proving the 
new relation falls on company B. 

Well, the amalgamation deed goes on to state a covenant 
to indemnify by the British Nation given to the British 
Commercial. And I beg that it may be observed what 
that covenant to indemnify necessarily involves. It 
necessarily involves the fact of the continued existence of 
the policies and annuities granted by the British Commer- 
cial, their continuance and existence in accordance with 
the terms of the original contract. For it is against the 
original contract that the British Nation covenant to 
indemnify the British Commercial. And it is eaid here 
that they will“ indemnify them from all damages, claims 
and demands whatsoever for, upon account, or in respect 
of the said debts and sums of money due from the British 
Commercial, or any of them, or for, upon account, under, 
or in respect of any policy of insurance, grant, and annuity, 
or other security heretofore issued or granted by the 
British Commercial. Nothing canbe plainerthana transaction 
of this kind. The business, the property, the position, the 
rights of the original company are transferred to their as- 
signee. They delegate to the assignee all the powersrequisite 
for the purpose of carrying on the business, performing 
its ordinary engagements, and the second, or transferee com- 
pany covenants toindemnify thetransferror company against 
all of theseengagements. Of course, the transferee company 
has a right to receive, by virtue of that authority, the 
preminms payable to the original company, and it is per- 
fectly immaterial what discharge they give, or what form 
of discharge they give. If they give a discharge in their 
own names it is equivalent only to my attorney, having 
the power of attorney from me, signing the receipt in his 
own name without adding to it “as my attorncy.” The 
receipt must be referred to the right that ho had toreceive, 
and unless it can be shown that he had some other right 
to receive than my delegated anthority, the receipt must 
be referred to that authority, Now, I mention thia becanse 
Tam by no mcans disposed to hold, that if a receipt be 
given by the British Nation in its own name, and tho 
policyholder, going to pay upon his policy, takes that 
receipt, that the policyholder is to be charged with having 
entered into a new contract, and that it must be ascribed 
to him that he paid the transferee compan,y and yet 
these are the means by which we have arrived hitherto 
frequently at the conclusion that there has been a novation 
of the contract. Irefnse to recognise in that bare fact 
any evidence of intention by the policyholder to adopt the 
transferee company in extinguishment of his claims upon the 
old, and to substitute a new contract with the assignee 
company for the original contract that he had entered 
into. Now the Legislature clearly was of that opiaion, 
as Linfer from the enactment that was made in the 





statute of this last session. But it is a strange 
thing that the Legislature in coming tothis conclusion 
adopted, in fact, the rule of the civil law, from which law 
we have borrowed the term “ novation.” It was a natural 
thing to refer to the civil law for the purpose of ascer- 
taining what were the rules which, in that law, governed 
this question of novation, and it is plain that the civil law 
utterly excluded these presumptions that have been made, 
refused to be guided by presumptions and references, and 
excluded all novation where the intent of a creditor to 
novate was not expressly and plainly declared. Tho 
passage is somewhat long. It occurs in the 30th title of 
the third book of Iustitutes, in the third paragraph. [ 
will read it in the original Latin, that there may be no 
doubt about the interpretation, but will construe it in a 
plain manner to you, as I complete every passage. “Sed 
cum hoz quidem inter veteres constabat tune fieri nova- 
tionem cum novandi animo in secundam obligationem itum 
fuerat ; per hoc antem dubium erat, quando novandi animo 
videretur hoc fieri, et quasdam de hoc praesumptiones alij 
in aliis casibus introducebant—Ideo nostra processit con- 
stitutio quie apertissime definivit, tunc solum novationem 
fieri quotiens hoc ipsum intra contrahentes expressum 
fuerit, quod propter novationem prioris obligationis con. 
venerunt ; alioquin manere et pristinam obligationem, et 
secundam ei accedere, ut mancat ex utraque causa obli- 
gatio.” The Latin of the Institutes as you know is not 
always of the most classical kind, and there may be a 
difficulty in following it. The traaslation is this: “ but 
inasmuch as this point was well settled among ancient 
lawyers that novation was made then at the time when 
the parties entered upon the second obligation,” “animo 
novandi,” “ with an intent of making a novation.” That 
being settled, “ there was nevertheless a doubt on this point, 
namely, at what time this might seem to be done with an 
intent to make anovation.” (It was clear that the animus 
was required, but it was doubtfnl at what time, and how 
you were to look forthe animus.) “ And different lawyers 
in different cases were in the habit of introducing certain 
presumptions upon this point, namely, when the animus 
arose; therefore our decree has gone forth, which has 
most plainly defined, that at that time only, was there to 
be considered as made a novation of the prior contract, as 
often as this very thing shall have been expressed (not 
from presumption) between the contracting parties, that 
they had met together for the purpose of making a 
novation of the prior contract; otherwise that the old 
contract would remain, and that the second contract was 
to be added to it, in order that the duty, the obligation, 
might remain from either cause, from either source.” 

Now it would be difficult to find words to more exactly 
express the difficulties that were then felt, the ingenuity 
by which certain presumptions had been introduced, 
how the presumptions varied in various cases, and the 
necessity in the mind of Justinian that there should bo 
a definite rule on the subject which should exclude. pre- 
sumption. And accordingly he made that rule which the 
Legislature has embodied in its enactment, that no novation 
should be arrived at by presumption, but that it must 
be arrived at by written evidence of the intention of the 
party. 

Now this is the old law. If you take the word, the law 
should accompany the word, and the applications thereof. 
You have taken the word “novation” and adopted it. 
Take, therefore, the rules by which novation for the sake 
of general utility was originally held to be governed. Now 
I mean to adhere to that, although I cannot legislate to the 
extent of saying that I will require a writing. But I will 
require evidence of an intention to make a new contract 
ag plainly as if it were expressed in writing. I do not 
adopt the language of the statute in all cases to the extent 
of requiring a writing, because I can conceive a case of 
this kind, which happened, I think, before Lord Cairns; a 
company, which was the assignee of another company, and 
had power to grant new contracts in lieu of the old, wrote 
to an old policy-holder offering him a new contract. The 
policy-holder did not return any answer in writing to that, 
but he immediately went and paid his premiums to the 
Company that made the offer. Lord Cairns held, and very 
justly, that that was to his mind an aceeptance of the 
offer. And I think also with him that it was as plainly 
accepted by the thing done as if the acceptance had beer 
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expressed in writing. Now, there is no difference between } 


us on the principle of law that governs these cases. 
Lord Cairns held it to be a question of novation, 
and that novation was a question of fact. 1 hold also 
that novation is a question of intention, and that intention 
is a fact that must be proved. I will not admit of 
presumptions or references as the medium from which 
Twill infer that intention, avy more than Justinian did, 
when he referred to the uncertainty and difficulty that 
clouded the subject, as long as it was possible to intro- 
duce those presumptions, and he superseded the presump- 
tions by a plain and a direct rule. Whenever, therefore, 


there is a transfer of business by one company to another, ! 


anda policyholder of the first company afterwards goes 
and pays the second company, the act is equivocal. He 
may pay the second company, regarding them as tho 
assigness of the business of the first, and as authorised by 
the first to receive the premiums, or possibly, if the trans- 
ferring company has power to grant him a new policy 
identical with the old, he may intend to pay the “ pre- 
mia” to the new company, with a view of standing in the 
same relation to them that he previously stood in to tho 
oldcompany. But that intention must be proved ; it can- 
not be referred from the headivg of the receipt. The 
obligation, the onus probandi, the duty of proving, lies on 
the company that alleges a novation. It is a question of 
intent to be evidenced in the clearest manner, and unless 
that intent is evidenced the simple payment of the 
‘*premia” will be referred to the old contract and the 
old rule, which will be considered as still kept up by 
the assignee of the business, who, by virtue of that trans- 
fer, has a right to receive the “ premia” on o!d policies as 
authorised by the company granting those policies. 

These are rules which 1 think will tend to solve most of 
the questions that have been presented. But that would 
be hardly necessary in the case I have before me to decide, 
namely, Blundell's case, because in Blundell's case the 
materials for raising the case of novation are of the most 
evanescent character. Mr. Blundell originally contracted 
his policy with an agent of the British Commercial, a gen- 
tleman of the name of Mahoney, who had an office as agent 
of the British Commercial at a place called Castlerea, in 
Ireland. After the union of the British Commercial with 
the British Nation, Mr. Mahoney kept on the same office, 
without any alieration. After the union of the British 
Commercial with the European he continued in the same 
office, and apparently in the same character. Mr. Blundell 
knew no other person than Mr. Mahoney, he went to Mr. 
Mahoney originally, and he continued to goto Mr. Mahoney 
and pay him until the end. There is nothing at all to 
ascribe to Mr. Blundell even a knowledge of the fact ot the 
union of the companies, and, in point of fact, that he should 
have had such knowledge is entirely excluded by the case, 
for the case states as a fact that the claimant never re- 
ceived, or had any notice whatever of either of the circular 
letters, which, on the occasion of the transfer of the British 
Nation, were, it is said, sent to the shareholders, and, on 
the occasion of the transfer of the British Nation to the 
European, were also sent to the shareholders. Even the 
knowledge that might havo been conveyed by those circu- 
lars, was not possessed by Mr. Blundell, the present 
claimaut. He went, therefore, and paid his premiums as 
before, and this highly techvical mode of reasoning is 
resorted to for the purpose of imputing to Mr. Blundell, 
who knew nothing, constructions and implied knowledge. 
It is said that he took, on the last occasion, from Mr, 
Mahoney a receipt, which was in this form, ‘“ European 
Assurance Society. Received this second day of April, 
1867, the sum of £19 Os. 9d., being the payment of twelve 
months’ premium and interest from the 27th of March, 
1867, for an assurance on the life of the Rev. R. Blundell, 
effected by the before-named policy.” Now, the before- 
named policy is the policy in the margin, numbered 8,779, 
which was the original number of the policy when granted 
by the British Commercial. It is very true, that that num- 
ber may have been entered upon the receipt for the purpose 
only of denominating, indicating, and causing easy refer- 
ence to the policy, the premium on which is represented to 
have been thus received. Well, then I was told in argument 
this receipt is headed, “European Assuranco Society,” 
and that it was the duty of this policyholder to have 
ascertained how the receipt got to be so entitled, and if he 











had enquired, as he might, said the counsel, and ought to 
hare enquired, he would have learnt that the European 
sprung from the British Nation, and he would have learnt 
that the British Nation was nothing in the world more than 
a company that absorbed and consolidated his original 
company, and then he would have arrived at the fact that 
he was dealing with the European, and was not dealing 
with any agent of his original company. 

Now, I must entirely repudiate any notion of dealing 
with men on such principles. Men coming to deal with 
a plain contract shall be considered as understanding the 
contract to be what it purports to be, and I will not de- 
prive them of this knowledge, and impute to them this 
kind of constructive notice to the annihilation of the 
otiginal contract on which they trusted unless it be proved 
to me that they knew perfectly with whom they were deal- 
ing, and unless it be proved tome that they did apply to 
the new company as being the company that had absorbed 
their original contracting party, and the company that was 
able to grant them a new policy, and to enter into a new 
contract, and that they paid the money with the intent 
and object that that new contract should be entered into. 
That is precisely what I find here. It is expressed in the 
Latin very well. Says Justinian, you should prove to me 
quod propter novationen prioris obligationis conrenerunt. 
You shall prove to me that they met together for the pur- 
pose of novating and substituting for the former contract 
a new contract, and, therefore, if you could show to me that 
when Mr. Blundell went to the old accustomed office of Mr. 
Mahoney, Mr. Mahoney told him, “ Oh Mr. Blundell, I have 
got a new character, I am no longer the agent of the 
British Commercial, but Iam the agent of the European, 
nay, I am avery Proteus, because there was another 
transformation, I was first an agent of the British Com- 
mercial,then became an agent of the British Naiion,and now 
Iam an agent of the European ; do you mean to enter into a 
new contract with the European?” Why then, Mr. Binndell 
would have been aware of what he was about. Then the 
parties would have met “ propter novationem,” and then if 
Mr. Blundell had said ‘ Yes, I will adopt the European, I 
will pin myself on to the skirts of the European, and I 
pay you this money of mine in the capacity of their agent” 
—that would have been a different thing. But there is 
nothing of the kind. He went there believing that Mr. 
Mahoney was, as in fact he was still, an agent of the 
British Commercial ; he was an agent of the British Com- 
mercial, because after the business of the British Com- 
mercial had been transferred to the British Nation, the 
British Nation continued him in the same capacity ; aud 
he was an agent still of the Lritish Commercial, because 
when the British Nation transferred their business to the 
European, the European continued him in the same 
capacity. Well, then, if we find a case in which 
the parties have met for the purpose of making a 
novation, in which the company alleging novation has a 
clear right to grant a new contract in the same terms as 
the original ; and when it is clear that they offered to the 
policyholder to give him that new contract in lieu of the 
old one; when it is clear also that upon that offer being 
so made the policyholder with a knowledge of the facts 
paid his money eo intuitu, that it might be received by 
virtue on the footing of the new contract and not the old, 
then there cin be novation. Men’s dealing will rest on a 
basis of certainty if wo exclude presumptions and implica- 
tions, and constructive information, and allow them to 
have their rights regulated by what they belicved and 
what they knew, and what they had a right to adhere to 
until they voluntarily relinquished that right and accepted 
in lieu of it something else. 

Now, rightly or wrongly, I have clearly stated to you the 
plain common sense principles, which are not only common 
sense, but are warranted by the highest considerations of 
law, by which I guide myself in questions of this kind 
uncer this arbitration. I may observe by the way, 
although it is a little pedantic to notice it, that it is a very 
incorrect use of the word novation. The civil law tells you 
that the word ought to be delegation, which is a particular 
species of novation, and in that sense the British Commercial 
would be the delegating company, the delegate company 
would be the British Nation or the European, the term 
implying that the company originally contracting delegates 
to its creditor ; that is, offers to delegate to him another 
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contracting party, and in those cases it is laid down in the 
pandects that you must have the clearest proofs of the 
concurrence, complete knowledge, and mutual consent of 
all the parties, both the company that delegates, the com- 
pany that is delegated, and the creditor who accepts the 
delegated company in lieu of the original company. I say, 
therefore, that these principles are warranted by common 
sense, and that they are justified by the highest authority. 
There is no difference between myself as to the mode in which 
I view these cases in principle, and former judges; but I have 
the advantage of reviewing them by the light thrown upon 
them by the enactment to which I have referred, and I have 
the advantage of being able to trace that enactment to its 
source in the civil law, from which all this doctrine was 
derived, and I guide myself by tho rules that were then 
established for the express purpose of excluding those 
difficulties and uncertainties which, proceeding upon pre- 
sumptions and imported knowledge, and references of in- 
tention, were found to arise, instead of adhering to the rule 
that the intention must be proved and manifested in the 
most definite manner. 

In the case of Mr. Blundell I bold that there is no ground 
whatever for importing to him an acceptance of the Euro- 
pean in discharge of the British Commercial, and I hold 
him, therefore, to be a policyholder of the British Commer- 
cial, and entitled to allhis rights as such. The costs of this 
case must be paid by the British Commercial Company. 

Solicitors: Mercer §° Mercer ; Bawter, Rose § Norton. 





COUNTY COURTS. 
BRIGHTON. 
(Before Witttam Furnsr, Esq., Judge.) 
Noy. 15.—Re Sherrott. 

Bankruptcy Act, 1869, ss. 125 § 126, Rule 323—Reference 
from County Court to the Bankriptcy Court in London for 
taxation. 

In this case Sherrott, resident near Horsham, filed his 
petition in the BrightonCounty Court. The creditors, under 
sections 125 and 126 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, resolved 
to accept a composition, which was never paid. Debtor 
was subsequently adjudicated bankrupt. 

Mr. Paterson, solicitor under the liquidation proceedings, 
now moved that his bill of costs might be specially 
referred by the county court for taxation to one of the 
masters of the London Bankruptcy Court, under the 2238rd 
tule of 1870. None of the parties were resident in 
Brighton. The solicitor and trustee were resident in 
London. 

The trustee did not oppose the motion. 

Mr. Furner, after consulting the Registrar, made the 
order as asked. 

Solicitors, Paterson, Sons § Garner ; Dubois. 


Upon presenting the order herein to the Taxing Master in 
London he declined to act upon it, stating that it was not the 
practice of the Court to tax country bills unless the order 
expressly stated special reasons, which must be good 
and sufficient. In his opinion the fact that all parties 
were resident in London did not constitute a good reason. 


BRADFORD. 
(Before W. T. S. Dantet, Esq., Judge.) 

Nov. 15.—Coates v. The London and North-Western Rail- 
way Company; Livingstone v. The London and North- 
Western Railway Company. 

Non-Liability of rai/way company for erroneous directions 
given by a porter—Contract—Exvchange of ticket for ticke 
of another company. t 
In these cases, which were tried about a week ago, the 

claim of Coates was over £5, and that of Livingstone was 
under that amount, and on the trial the former summoned a 
jary. When the case was opened, however, it was found 
that the question was simply one of law instead of fact, 
and with the consent of the plaintiff Coates, the jury was 
dismissed, and all matters of law and fact were referred to 
the judge. 

Mr. DANIEL now gave judgment.—The claims as stated 
in the summons, were for damages sustained by the plain- 
tiffs, for that on the 2nd of December last the plaintiffs 
contracted with the company to carry them from Bradfor 





to Manchester, and the defendants’ servants misled the 
plaintiffs by telling them that the train had not left the 
platform, and he would see that the plaintiffs got into it, 
whereas the train was waiting at the platform while they 
were being so misled, and went away without them. The 
plaintiffs were consequently delayed in their journey, and 
put to considerable expense. 

The facts of the case were that the plaintiffs started 
from Bradford on Saturday evening, and intended journey. 
ing to Scotland so as to be ready for some engagement on 
Monday morning. On the night in question they went to 
the Lancashire and Yorkshire Station, intending to go by 
the train on the London and North-Western line which left 
the Bradford Station at 9.30 and was due at Manchester 
about 12.10. From Manchester there was a train going 
northwards leaving at 1.30, and they would, in the 
ordinary course, have been in Mauchester in ample time 
tocatch the train to Scotland. They went tothe station 
with their luggage and were met ai the entrance bya 
porter, named Naylor. They took two tickets for Man. 
chester, the farthest station for which they could be 
booked, They returned to the platform and found the 
porter, Naylor, with their luggage on a truck which was 
placed on that part of the platform near to the barrier, 
They made an arrangement with Naylor to attend to their 
luggage and inform them when the train was ready to 
start. A suggestion had been made on behalf of the com. 
pany that that service was for an inducement which rail- 
way companies were doing all they could to discourage, 
but it did not seem to him (the judge) that it was at all 
material what the inducement was. The train was not up 
beside the platform, and it appeared that while they were 
standing beside their luggage a train was shunted back, 
and, as it was about time that the London and North 
Western train ought to beat the platform, Mr. Coates 
asked Naylor if that was their train, Naylor looked, and 
no doubt without any intention of misleading them, said, 
“Oh, no, that is not the train; it isa Great Northern train 
going to Gildersome.” After this train had gone, Naylor 
discovered that it was the train which the plaintiffs re- 
quired. No doubt this would be very annoying 
to the plaintiffsas it would upset the whole of 
their arrangements. The foreman porter then said, 
which appeared to be in the knowledge of Coates, 
that there was a later train to Manchester by the Lan.a- 
shire and Yorkshire Railway by which they could go, but 
that would only afford a chance of their catching the 
Scotch train at Manchester. That train left Bradford 
rather more than an hour later, and instead of being a 
Manchester at 12 10, was not due in Manchester unti) 1.10 
which would «llow an interval of twenty minutes, The 
foreman porter proposed this to the plaintiffs, who might 
have said, ‘‘ We have engaged to go by the London and 
North-Western, and we shall hold them to their con- 
tract.”’ The London and North-Western might have said, 
in reply to this, ‘‘ It is your fault you have not gone; the 
train was there, though late, and if you had used the ordi- 
nary care passengers are expected to do you might have 
gone, there being room for you.” The plaintiffs might 
have said, “ We trusted to your porter, who promised to 
look after us and seethat we got into the train,” and to 
that the London and North-Western Company might have 
replied, ‘‘ the porter agreed to take charge of you individu- 
ally, and we won't supply porters to take charge of indivi- 
dnal passengers,”’ because it they do so, and there happened 
to be 150 passengers to the train, there would have to be 
as many porters, The railway company might further say, 
‘Tt is not the business of porters to devote themselves 
to individual passengers, and if by any violation of the 
regulations you chose to take one of our servants and make 
him your servant for that particular occasion, he has made 
the mistake as your servant and not ours, and it is a matter 
for which you are responsible, and not we.’’ It looked to 
him (the judge) that this was an argument which the 
London and North-Western Company might have fairly 
used, but there was another point in the case which he 
thought would render it unnecessary for him t2 consider 
—what would be the effect of such an argument, 

At the suggestion of the foreman porter they made an 
exchange of tickets and went by the Lancashire and York- 
shire train. The plaintiffs might say ‘* All we did in 
assenting to the exchange of tickets was that we consented 
to allow the Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Company 
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to act as the agents of the London and North-Western 
Company.’ The foreman porter took the tickets to the 
booking office, and explained mattors to the clerk ; the latter 
unde: took to change the tickets for Lancashire and Yorkshire 
tickets, and an exchange was made. What was the effect 
of that exchange ? It was this, that whereas there had been 

coatract with the London and North-Western Company 
which by a misadventure had been broken, the plaintiffs, 
who had been as much to blame as the company, agreed to 
the substitution of that contract by another contract with 
the Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Company, and 
absolutely this changed the original contract. He (the 
judge) could not entertain the notion that after the 
exchange of tickets the London and North-Western 
Company could be liable for the performance of the con- 
tract ; for supposing the luggage had been lost, or the 
plaintiffs injured in the transit to Manchester, the defen- 
dants could not be made liable for that loss or injury. The 
effect of the plaintiffs’ conduct was this: They asked the 
Ianeashire and Yorkshire Railway Company to perform a 
contract to take them from Bradford to Manchester in lieu 
ofand substitution for a contract which they had entered into 
with another company. Under all the circumstances he 
thought that the judgment in these cases must be entered 
for the defendants. 





COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
Nov. 15.—Re Whieldon and Leckie. 

Registration allowed of resolution for composition, notwith- 
standing that the date from which time payment of composi- 
tim is to be reckoned does not appear ex facie. 

This was an appeal from an order of Mr. Registrar Keene, 
whereby he refused to allow registration of a resolution of 
creditors. 

Messrs. Whieldon and Leckie, who were mechanical 
engineers in Lambeth, filed their petition for liquidation on 
the 19th of September last, and at the first meeting, held 
on the 8th of October, the creditors resolved to accept a 
composition of 7s. 6d. in the pound, payable in three in- 
stalments at six, twelve, and eighteen months respectively. 
At the adjourned meeting, held on the 22nd of October, the 
creditors confirmed the resolution, which, upon being 
examined, was found not to disclose the date as from which 
the times for payment of the instalments were to be 
reckoned. 

By the 279th rule it is provided that “ where the credi- 
tors at the first general meeting pass a resolution that a 
composition shall be accepted, in satisfaction of the debts 
due to them from the debtor, they shall specify in their 
resolution the amount of the composition, and the instal- 
ments and dates when the same shall be payable,” &c. 

Upon presentation of the resolution to Mr. Registrar 
Keene for registration, he declined to receive it on the 
ground of informality. 

Cracknall, for the appellant, now produced an affidavit, 
which showed that it was generally understood at the 
meeting that the composition was payable at six, twelve, 
and eighteen months, reckoned as from the 8th of October, 
and that the crediters unanimously desired that the 8th of 
October should be considered as the day from which the 
times of payment were to be calculated. He contended 
that the reason for the rule was that no difficulty might 
exist in enforcing payment of the composition, but it was 
clear law that the date of an instrument might be proved 
aliunde ; and au obligation was good, though it wanted a 
date: Bac. Abr. p. 806. The date of ¢ mortgage was im- 
material. 

The Reatstrar said there was evidence before him 
which was not adduced before Mr. Registrar Keene, and 
he saw no objection to registration being allowed. 

Solicitor, Mr. Henry White. 








THE Privy Councit.—At the Council, held at Wind- 
sor Castle on the 27th November, Sir James Hannen, 
the newly-appointed judge of the Probate and Divorce 
Court, and Mr. Peter Erle, Q.C., the retiring Chief Com- 
missioner of Charities, were introduced and sworn in 
members of her Majesty's Most Honourable Privy Council. 
Mr. Erle was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in 
June, 1821, and was created a Q.C. in 1854. He has been 
Chief Comesissioner of Charities for England and Wales 
Since 1§53, and has now resigned that appointment. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


—— 


Mr. James Hitt, barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
Chief Commissioner of Charities in England and Wales, ir 
succession to the Right Hon. Peter Erle, Q.C., who has 
resigned. Mr. Hill was called to the bar at the Inner 


r Temple, in May, 1839, and formerly practised at the Equity 


bar. Since 1853 he has held the appointment of Second 
Commissioner of Charities, which will be rendered vacant 
by his promotion to the chief commissionership. The 
salary of the latter office is 21,500 per annum, while the 
second commissionership is worth £1,200 a year. 


Mr. GeorGE FRANCis, barrister-at-law, of the Home 
Circuit, has been appointed by the Home Secretary to be 
Recorder of the city of Canterbury, in succession to Mr. 
John Deedes, who has resigned, having held the office 
since 1845. The new recorder is the son of George 
Francis, Esq., of Fairbrook, Kent, by Martha, his 
wife. He was born in 1824, educated at the Faversham 
Grammar School, called to the bar at Gray’s Inn, in 
January, 1850, and is‘a member of the Home Circnit. He 
has been Recorder of Faversham since March, 1864, and 
will probably continue to hold that office in conjunction 
with the Recordership of Canterbury. Mr. Francis is 
married to Flora, daughter of Thomas Mcltitchie, Esq. 
late of Maidstone. 

Mr. Tuomas Batty Appison, barrister-at-law, and Re- 
corder of Preston, has been appointed by her Majesty to be 
Constable of the Castle of Lancaster, which the Queen 
holds in right of her Duchy of Lancaster. Mr. Addison is 
the son of the late John Addison, Esq., barrister-at-law, of 
Preston, by Agnes, daughter of the late Thomas Batty, 
Esq. He was born in June, 1787. Mr. Addison was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in July, 1808, and 
was formerly Commissioner of Bankrupts for the Preston 
district. He is a Justice of the Peace for. Lancashire, and 
has been Chairman of the Preston Quarter Sessions, and 
Recorder of that borough, for upwards of half a century. 
The office of Constable of Lancaster Castle, to which Mr. 
Addison has now been appointed, is of high antiquity. In 
the reign of Edward III. it was granted to Thomas Rat- 
cliffe, with a salary of twenty marks by the year, which 
still continues to be the rate of remuneration. In more 
modern times the office has been held successively, by Sir 
Richard Clayton, Bart., of Arlington ; William Hulton, Esq., 
of Hulton Park; E. G. Hornley, Esq., of Dalton; and 
Thomas Greene, Esq., of Whittington, who died in August 
last. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Appeals IN CHANCERY. 

Sir,—How is it that the decisions of the Master of the 
Rolls and the Vice-Chancellors are so generally appealed 
against, and almost as generally reversed ? Take to-day’s 
number of The Weekly Notes, and I see in the case of Gaunt 
v. Fynney the Lord Chancellor reverses the decision 
of the Master of the Rolls; in Divon v. Muchleston the Lord 
Chancellor varies to the extent of a half the decision of the 
Master of the Rolls; in Eastern Counties de. v. Turner he 
flatly reverses the Master of the Rolls again, saying, “ it 
would be monstrous to hold” as the Court below had held ; 
and again in Waite v. Littlewood, the Lord Chancellor 
reverses the Master of the Rolls; and in Locking v. Parker 
the Lords Justices reverse the decision of the same judge. 
Five appeals in one week reported as allowed against the 
same judge, how many minor ones not reported I do not 
know? In the only other case reported before the Lords 
Justices in the same number, Re Ashmeud’s Trusts, they dis- 
charge an order made by Vice-Chancellor Malins in the 
court below. 

Of the Vice Chancellors’ decisions, they appear to be 
nearly as commonly the subject of appeal (especially from 
Vice-Chancellor Malins), and to be only too generally re- 
versed or varied, though I doubt if as frequently as the 
Master of the Rolls’ decisions are. 

This uncertainty and want of reliance on the decisions 
of these lower courts is a great evil and productive of 
greatly increased costs and delay, and yet who feels satis- 
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fied with the decisions of the lower courts ? The profes- 
sion cannot ; and therefore, in recently advising on a case, 
counsel added to his opinion to this effect, ‘such is the 
effect of the Jate decision ot Vice-Chancellor , but 
as it seems almost a matter of course to appeal against 
his decisions, you should wait a bit, or make inquiries if 
an appeal is entered, or is likely to be.” 

In the case of the Chief Judge in Bankruptcy (Vice- 
Chancellor Bacon), who, it was expected from his previous 
experience in bankruptcy, would have been a tower of 
strength in settling the meaning and working of the new 
Act, it is only too painfully apparent that his decisions are 
commonly appealed against with fatal effect to his judg- 
ments. ; 

What is the remedy ? A question easier asked thongh, 
than perhaps it is to answer. However, it is an evil 
greatly to be deplored. A SovicitTor. 

Bristol, Nov. 23. 


[**A Solicitor” must recollect that in each court a large 
number of decisions go unappealed, because hopelessly 
right. Szill the reversals, especially of the decisions of 
Vice-Chancellor Malins, are uncomfortably numerous, No 
fault can be fonnd with the decisions of Vice-Chancellor 
Wickens.—Ep. 8. J.] 





CHambeRs’ INDEX TO Next or KIN, &., &c. 


Sir,—I am much obliged by your review of this work, 
and only desire t» make one observation, namely,—that it 
is not at all necessary for a solicitor desiring information 
in only one name to purchase the complete index—it can bé 
had in single letters at 1s. each (see Advertisement, S. J. 
23 Noy.,and title page of index. 


Roperr CHAMBERS. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. J. OSBORNE, Q.C. 


The death of John Osborne, Esq., Q.C., Judge of the Bolton 
County Court, took place at h‘s residence, Bent House, 
near Prestwich, Lancashire, on the 23rd November, in the 
63rd year of his age. The deceased judge was the son of 
Jeremiah Osborne, Esq., late of Bristol, and was born in 
1810. He was educated at Shrewsbury School, and at Tri- 
nity College, Oxford. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s 
Inn, in June, 1835, and was created a Queen’s Counsel in 
1862. In January, 1871, on the death of Christopher Temple, 
Esq., Q.C., Mr. Osborne was appointed judge of Circuit 
No.5. Early in the present year, when Mr. Greene re- 
signed the judgeship of the Bolton County Court, the Sal- 
ford Court was detached from Mr. Osborne's circuit, and 
placed under the same jurisdiction as the Manchester 
Court, Mr. Osborne being transferred to Circuit No. 10, 
which embraced Bolton, Bary, Leigh, and Wigan, to which 
were added Bacup, Oldham, and Rochdale, belonging to 
his former circuit. Owing to ill-health, Mr. Osborne was 
never able to preside at the Bolton County Court till the 
12th instant, and at his second sitting there he was seized 
with the illness which terminated fatally. He married 
Emma Lansdown, daughter of William Edwards, Esq., 
late of Redland Court, Bristol, and by her had a family of 
bree sons and three daughters, 





MR. L. Fr. PENISTON. 


Mr. Lewis Fredcrick Peniston, solicitor, of Ramsgate, 
died suddenly on the 19th November, aged thirty-eight 
years. He was the youngest son of the late Mr. John 
Michael Peniston, of Salisbury, county surveyor of Wilts, 
and was in early life articled to Messrs. Lambert and Nor. 
ton, solicitors, of that city. After being admitted in 1857, 
he went to India, and was for some years a member of the 
legal firm of Macfarlane and Peniston, of Bombay. The 
Indian climate, however, proving injarious to his health, 
he was compelled to return to England, and eventually 
settled at Ramsgate. Mr. Peniston married a daughter of 
the late Augustus N. Welby Pugin, so well known in con- 
nection with Gothic architecture and ecclesiastical art. 








IRELAND. 
DUBLIN LAW STUDENTS’ AND DEBATING 
SOCIETY. 


The inaugural meeting of this Society for the year 1872.3 
was held on Wednesday, Nov. 20th, in the dining-hall 
of the King’s Inns, the Right Hon. Lord O'Hagan, Lord 
Chancellor of Ireland, in the chair. There was a crowded 
attendance as well of ladies as of gentlemen. The inan- 
gural address was read by Mr. Richard Adams, the anditor. 
During the past year the Society's career had been pros. 
perons and uneventful. They had pursued the even tenor 
of their way, discussing general questions before full, and 
legal questions before empty houses. A proposal made 
last year to confine their debates to purely legal questions 
would, he was confident, conduct their body to an carly and 
unlamented enthanasia. The address was mainly occupied 
with a Survey of the History of Criminal Jurisprudence. 
England, in the closing years of the eighteenth century, 
was in many respects at the zenith of her glory ; yet in 
this great, cultured, flourishing, prosperous, and highly 
civilised community there existed a criminal jurisprudence 
almost as unscientific as that which prevailed at the time 
of the Saxon conquest. We had abandoned cruelties and 
follies, bat our criminal code remained a tissue of absurdi- 
ties and barbarisms. After citing a number of instances, 
the address proceeded. The grand blot was the mingled 
cruelty and folly of the method in which capital punish- 
ment was awarded. With its reform the name of 
Jeremy Bentham was for ever linked. Bontham found 
jurisprudence a gibberish, and left it a science. 
Reason, justice, and humanity triumphed, but after a 
long struggle of generations. It was only last year that 
forfeiture disappeared from the statute book, The criminal 
law was now an honour andacredit to the country. He was 
not one of those who would entirely abolish capital punish- 
ment. He would, however, though preserving capital 
punishment for murder, substitute perpetual imprisonment 
for death, as a punishment for high treason. Nothing was 
more demoralising, nothing more contrary to true policy, 
than the existence in the statute book ofa penalty con- 
demned by public opinion, and never carried into effect ; 
and there was a grand moral distinction between the mis- 
guided enthusiast patriot and the mero sordid criminal. 
Of other reforms required in our criminal laws: First 
amongst these ho placed the proposal to examine the 
prisoner on his trial. Ofcourse he was no advocate for 
the introduction in this country of the infamous French 
system of interrogation, The prisoner should be placed 
in the same position as any other defendant, and allowed, 
not compelled, to offer himself as a witness. It would be 
an improvement that a magistrate should, before sendins 
prisoners for trial, be compelled by law not to content 
himself with a mere inquiry as to whether a priind facie 
case had been established, but should call on the prisoner 
for his defence, and require him to produce his witnesses, 
if he had any, and having heard their evidence, bind 
them over to appear at sessions or assizes. It would 
lean in favour of the Crown, by depriving the 
prisoner of that long interval between committal and trial, 
in which he or his advocate concocts a sham defence. 
Another beneficial change would be the reversal of the 
legal fiction, which practically entitles a woman to acquittal 
when she commits.certain crimes in the presence of her 
husband, the man’s presence being, as the law now stands, 
conclusive against the wife’s being a free ag nt. The 
grand jury, generally useless, was sometimes mischievous. 
No language could be strong enough to condemn tke con- 
duct of the Middlesex Grand Jury in throwing out the bill 
against Governor Eyre. As to the petty jury in England, 
it had long been the shield and safeguard of liberty. In 
Ireland it had fallen sometimes into disrepute, not through 
any defects in the institution itself, but owing to the gross 
misconduct of those who, by tampering with juries, poisoned 
justice at its source. 

Mr. James Murpuy, Q.C., moved a vote of thanks for 
the auditor's address. ‘he paper that had been read by 
his learned friend bad certainly the ring of the true metal 
about it. He did not, however, agree with all that it con- 
tained, and pointed out that the severe character of many 
of the British laws was owing to the peculiar position in 
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which England was formerly placed, when she had to at- 
tend more to the political state of empire than to domestic 
affairs. He then proceeded to point out how the great 
legal reformers effected the changes, the benefits of which 
were now enjoyed. Let them remember with gratitude 
the rulers who had placed England in the proud position in 
which she was placed—and never would be displaced— 
certainly never without a struggle. He hoped there would 
be yet carried ont to perfection the clearing away of those 
monstrosities that still existed in the laws of evidence, and 
which impeded the ascertaining of the truth. Heconcludeda 
very lengthy speech by again complimenting the auditor 
apon the ability displayed in his address, and the society 
upon the impertance to which ‘t had attained, 

Professor Ricney, Q.C., ina lengthy speech seconded 
the resolution, and argued that our ancestors did not get 
sufficient credit for the laws they had originated, and re- 
formed as they handed them down. The resolution was 
put, and passed unanimously. Mr. Isaac Butt, Q.C., M.P., 
with much applause, moved—‘That the Law Students’ 
Debating Society deserves the support of the Bench, the 
Bar, and the law students of Ireland.” He knew nothing 
about the working of the society himself, but he thought 
that such a society was necessary for the training of the 
young man who intended to adopt the Bar as his profes- 
sion, He complimented the auditor on the ability 
and high tone of his address, though he himself dissented 
from many of his propositions for changes in the law. 
He would object to having the prisoner examined, as that 
would degeuerate into a system of browbeating the 
prisoner. When the auditor had some practical experience 
of the working of the law, he would notbe so ready to 
support changes. He knew no better pratical training 
for public life than a well conducted debating society. 
Mr. M’Dermorr seconded the resolution, which was carried 
unanimously. Sergeant ArmsTronG having been moved 
to the second chair. Mr. Murrey moved a vote of thanks 
to the Lord Chancellor for his kindness in presiding. Mr. 
Power seconded the resolution, which was carried unani. 
mously. Lord O’HaGan returned thanks, and in doing so 
complimented the auditor highly on the ability of the 
address, its philanthropy, and the clearness and vigour of 
the language in which his ideas were conveyed. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

At the meeting of this society on Tuesday last (Mr. 
Sturdy in the chair), the question discussed was No. ecxiii., 
Jurisprudential—“ Are the provisions of the Licensing 
Act of last session calculated to be beneficial to the 
country?” The ‘debate was opened by Mr. Gane in the 
affirmative, and, after an interesting discussion, was so 
decided by the casting vote of the chairman. 





ARTICLED CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 

A meeting of this society was held at Clements Inn Hall, 
on Wednesday, November 27th, 1872. The subject for the 
evening's debate was—“ That the working of the Ballot 
Act in the recent elections justifies the passing of that 
measure.” After an animated discussion, in which nearly 
the whole of the members took part, the motion was carried 
by a majority of one. 








C)URT PAPERS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
Sirrincs AFTER MIcHAELMAS Term, 1872. 
LORD CHANCELLOR, Friday ....13 | A capt ptns., 
Linccln’s Inn, Monday ....16 Pps. 
Monday, Dec. 2 ¢ xepeal Tuesday....17 } Appeals. 
Tuesday... 2) SPPCals. Wednesday..18.. App. mtns, & apps 
Wednesday . 4..Aps.mtne. &apps | Thursday ..19.. Appeals, 
Thursday .. 5.. Appeals. | Frida 99 § Bkt. apps., ptns. 
g § Ukt. apps., ptns., | LB vies ®& apps, 
Friday .... 6 coat 
apps. | ¥.B.—Daring the Sittings after 
Monday .... i Avneale Term, except on Saturdays, the 
Tuesday log APPCRIS. Lord Chancellor will usually sit 
Wednesday 11..App mtns.&apps.| in Fail Court with the Lords 
Thursday ..12., Appeals, | Justices of theQuurt of Appeul 





LORDS JUSTICES, 
Lincoln’s Inn. 
Monday, Dec. 2 
Tuesday... 3$ Appeals. 
Wednesday . 4..App.mtns. & app’: 
Thursday .. 5..Appeals. 
Friday .... 6..Bkt. apps. & apps. 
Petns. in lunacy 

Saturday .. 7 & app. petas. 
Monday .... 9 


Tuesday ....10 } Appeals. 
Wednesday. .11.. App. mtns.& apps. 
Thursday ..12.. Appeals. 
Friday ....13..Bkt.apps. & apps 


" Petns. in lunacy 
Saturday ..1¢ { & app. petitions 
Monday ....16 


Tuesday ....17 } Appeals. 
Wednesday .18.. App. mtns, & apps. 
Thursday ..19., Appeals. | 


| 


Friday ....29..Bkt. apps. & apps. | 
Saturday ..21 pe in lunacy | 


Notice.—The days (if any) 


which the Lords Justices shal! be Saturday .. 7 


engaged in the Full Court or at 
the Judicial Committee of the | 
Privy Council, are excepted. | 
MASTER OF THE ROLLS, 
Chancery-lane. 


Monday, Dec. 2 { 


Tuesday .... 3 
Wednesday . 4 
Thursday .. 5 
Friday... 
( Petns., sht. causes, 
Saturday .. if sums., and 
general paper. | 
Monday, ...... 9 
‘luesday -...10 > General paper. 
Wednesday .11 


Thursday ..12 


Mtns. & gen. pa. 
General paper. | 


' 
The Second Seal.~ 
Mtns & gen. pa. | 


{ Ptns., sht. caus., 
adj. sums., and | 


Saturday ..l4 
general paper. 


Friday ....13..General paper. 
{ 
| 


Monday ....16 
Toesday....17 General paper. 


Wednesday .18 
The Third Seal.— | 


Thursday ..19 { Motns. & gen. pa | 
Friday......20,,General paper. | 
Petns., sht. caus., | 
Saturday ..21 fas. sums., and | 
gen. pa. 
N.B.—Unopposed petitions must be | 
presented and copies left with the | 
Secretary, on or before the! 
Thursday preceding the Saturday | 
on which it is intended they | 
should be heard; aud any causes 
intended to be heard as short | 
causes must be so marked at 
least one clear day before the | 
same can be put in the paper to 
be so heard. 


| 
| 


V.C. Sir RICHARD MALINS. 
Lincoln's Inn. 


Monday, Dec. 2 Ponta age oo 
Tuesday .... 3 


Wednesday . 4 > General paper. | 
Thursday .. 5 
Friday! .... 6,.Petns. & gen. pa. 

. a Sht. causes, adj. 
Saturday ..7 sums., & gen. pa. 
County cvurt aps. 
& gen paper. 
Wednesday 11 } General paper. 

a i _- 
Thuraday ..12 diner Game ee 

Friday ....13..Petns, & gen. pa. 
weer { Short causes, adj. 
Satarday ..18 Usums,, & gen. pa. 


Monday ..-. 9 
Tuesday ....10 





j Monday,Dec. 2 { 
Tuesday .... 3 


& app petitions. © | : 
on | 


| Thursday . 
| 


} 
The First Seal.— | Saturday 


| Friday 


Cornty court aps. 
Monday .. nol {¢ gen. paper. P 
- } General paper. 
The Third Seal.— 
Mtns. & gen. pa. 
o+e20.,Petns. & gen. pa. 
Short causes, a4j. 
sums., & gen. pa. 
N.B.—Any causes intended to be 
heard as short causes must be 
so marked at least one clear day 
before the same can_be put in the 
paper to be so heard. 


Tuesday.... 
Wednesday 
Thursday ..19 { 
Friday 
Saturday ..21 { 


V. C. Sin JAMES BACON, 
Lincoln’s Ion. 

The First Seal.— 

Mtns. & adj. sums. 


Wednesday . 4 
hursday .. 5 
tiday «se. 6 


General paper. 


( Ptns., sht. caus., 
Uand general paper. 


Monday ...- 9 .In Bankruptcy. 


Tuesday....10 
Woinestay aT } General paper. 

12 § The Second Seal.— 
““* UMtns. & adj. sums. 

13,.General paper. 

14) Petns., sht. caus., 
**"* ¢@& general paper. 
Monday ....16..{n Bankruptey. 
Tuesday....17) .._.... ‘i 
wolecsben. 18 \ General paper. 

Tine Third Seal.— 
Thareday ..19 } Mtns. & adj. sums. 
--.-20..General paper. 
Saturday ..21 Oppnegtonsg = 
N.B.—Any causes intended to be 
heard as short causes must be sv 
marked at least one clear day be- 
fore the same can be put in the 
paper to be so heard. 


Friday 


V.C. Sin JOLIN WICKENS. 
Lincoln's Inn. 
Tan 9 § The First Seal.— 
Monday,Dec.2 Motions & gen. pa. 
Tuesday .... 3 
Wednesday . 4}? General paper. 
Thursday .. 5 
ve { Petns., adj. sums., 
Friday .... 6 i& xen. pa. 
san -§Sht. caus, adj. 
Saturvay <- 4 horn & gen. pa. 
Monday .... 9 
Tuesday ....10 } General paper. 
Wednesday Li 
TheSecondSeal.— 
Mins. adj. sums, & 
General paper, 
13 $ Petr s., adj. sums., 
ecee'" UX general paper. 
lt Short causes, adj. 
renee & gen. pa. 


Thursday ..12 


Friday 


Saturday .. 


Monday .. oolG) 

Tuesday ....'7 > General paper. 

Wednesday .18 

The Third S2al.— 

Thursday ..19 Mtas., Adj. sums., 

& gen paper. 
{ Petns., adj, sums., 
Vand gen. pa. a 
‘ 9, §Sht. caus,, adj. 

Saturday ..21 Usums., & gen. pa 

N.B.—Any causes intended to be 
heard as short causes must be so 
marked at least one clear day be- 
fore the same can be put in the 
paper to be so heard. 

No cause, motion for decree, or 
further consideration, except by 
order of the Court, may be 
marked to stand over ifit shall be 
within twelve of the last cause or 
matter ta the printed paper of 
the day for hearing. 


Friday......20 


MAYOR’S COURT, LONDON. 
Sittings, 1872. 


December 30—Sittings for 
December 3, 6, 13, 18, 20— 


Causes. 
For Judgment Summonses. 





—== 





Mr. Stephen Vasey, for many years Deputy Registrar of 


Deeds, for the North Riding of Yorkshire, 


re-appointed to that office by 
elected registrar. 


has been 
Mr. G. A. Cayley, the newly- 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 

Last Quotation, Nov. 29, 1872, 
8 per Cent, Consols, 93 Annuities, April,’85 93 
Ditto for Account, Jan. 5,93 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug, 1908 183 
3 per Cent. Reduced 91} Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct.6 dis 
New 3 per Cent., 914 Ditto, £590, Do —6 dis 
Do. 34 perCent., Jan. 794 Nitto, £100 & £200, —6 dis 
Do. 24 per Cont,, Jan. 794 | Bank of England Stock, 43 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan.’73 Ct. (last half-year) 244 
Annuities, Jau,’80— Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 
(ndia Stk.,104pCt.Apr.’74,205 ; Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC.,Jan.’72 
Dittofor Account. — Ditto,54 per Cent.,May,’79 1053 
Ditto 5per Cent., July,’80 111} Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April,’64— 
Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct. '88 103? Do.Do, 5 per Cent., Aug. '73 101 
Nitto, ditto Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1000 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent.95 | Dittc, ditto, under £100 
RAILWAY STOCK. 








Railways. jPald. Closing Prices. 


' 
Stock! Bristol and Exeter ..s..-sesssssvesesvseseessessseeesse| 
Stock Caledonian ......0. on e 
Stock Giasgow and South-Western .,. 

Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 

Stock Great Northern ..4.......seeeeree 

Stock Do., A Stock*.... pie voneisiiene 
Stock Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Stock Great Western—Original.... 

Stock, Lancashire and Yorkshire ........ 
Stock Lendon, Brighton, and Soath Coast 
Stock London, Chatham, and Dover..... 
Stock London and North-Western 

Steck London and South Western 

St.ck Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln 
Stock Metropolitan ...... 
Stk  Do., Distriet 
Stock Midland... 

Stock North British .. 
Stock North Eastern..... 
Stock North London 
Stock North Staffordshire ......... 

Stock South Devon ces. ° 
Stock’ South-Eastern ..ccce.ssscecce-eocccececse seeeeeres, 














* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 


Mowry MARKET AND Crry INTELLIGENCE. 

The Bank directors have just lowered the Bank rate to 
six per cent., and, barring accidents, a further reduction 
cannot be far off. The proportion of reserve to liabilities 
has reached the remarkable figure of 46} per cent. The 
markets, which were previously in a good condition, have 
strengthened upon the reduction of the Bank rate. 

Messrs. Chadwicks, Adamson, Collier & Co. invite sub- 
scriptions to the capital, which is £250,000 in shares of 
£50, of the Bessemer Saloon Steamboat Company (Limited), 
the objects of which are to provide and work large power- 
ful ships of the best design and construction for crossing 
between Great Britain and the Continent. Also to acquire 
the sole licence of the Bessemer Saloon Patents between 
the ports of Dover and Folkestone, on the British, and 
Ostend, Calais and Boulogne, on the Continental coasts, and 
to extend the use of the saloon, and other improvements to 
other steamship lines. 








On Wednesday the Inns of Court Volunteers were inspected 
n Richmond-park by Colonel Daubeny, the first inspection 
hich the corps has undergone under the newand more strin- 
ent regulations. Colonel Daubeny, who has the reputation 
f being somewhat severe and strict in his requirements of 
olunteers, addressed the corps at the conclusion of the 
volutions, and announced that he should have the pleasure 
_f making a favourable report. In the evening a large 

number of the members of the corps dined in the Inner 
Temple Hall (by permission of the Benchers, who also con- 


tributed wine to the entertainment), under the presidency | 


of Mr. Bulwer, Q.C., who, as senior major, commands the 


corps. Among the I.C.R.V. present were a large number | 


(including Mr. Hemming, the junior equity counsel to the 
Crown) of those who attended this year’s Autumn 
Manceuvres ; Mr. Cotton, Q.C., who had attended the in- 


spection, was also present in uniform. The company also | 
included Mr. Justice Denman, Mr. Forsyth, Q.C., Mr. ; 


Adolphus Liddell, Mr. Maule, Colonel Daubeny (the 





inspecting officer), Colonel Sargent (formerly Colone| 
of the I.R.C.V.), Captain Sterling, the latter very 
agreeably remembered by the I.C.R.V. campaigners 
as the Brigade-Major of Hardinge’s brigade, jy 
which their battalion owas embodied, and _ Sip 
William Humphery, an old ‘ devil’s own,” now com. 
manding the lst Hants R. V., to whose battalion the 
I. C. R. V. were attached during the Autumn Manoeuvres 
of 1871. Mr. Bulwer, in proposing the toast of the Army, 
and coupling with it the name of Colonel Daubeny, ob. 
served, amid applause, that the corps would not be likely 
to complain of an inspecting officer because he did his 
duty with strictness, and did not spare censure where cen. 
sure was due. 


CotoniaL Honours.—The Queen has approved the ap. 
pointment of Mr. Joseph Needham, Chief Justice of the 
Island of Trinidad, in the West Indies, to be a Knight 
Bachelor; and of Mr. W. Porter, formerly Attorney. 
General cf the Cape of Good Hope, and Mr. H. Bernard, 
Deputy Minister of Justice of the Dominion of Canada, to 


be companions of the Order of St. Michael and St. George, 


Juries would seem not to answer in America, at least if 
we may judge by the following paragraph cut from an 
American legal contemporary. Speaking apropus of the 
ecent instance in which a grand jury at the Central 
Criminal Court recommended their own abolition, our con- 
temporary says:—‘‘In connection with the fact that an 
English grand jury recently presented itself as a nuisance 
requiring abatement, the Pall Mall Gazette urges the abate. 
ment on the ground, among others, that the men who 
usually compose the grand juries are needed on the petit 
jury. We should certainly advocate the abolition of the 
grand jury, if we apprehended that by such abolition the 
petit jury would be improved. But we can sce no possible 
likelihood of that result. There are not wanting good and 
intelligent men, subject to jury duty, but the trouble is that 
in all causes celebres that very intelligence keeps them from 
the jary box. We imagine that the due administration of 
justice will not be seriously affected, whether the grand 
jury be retained or not, for that body is, in the main, of no 
great importance, but the question which will have to be 
met by the reformer, not very long hence, will be, what 
shall be done with the petit jury ? 


A Louisville druggist has been assessed 100 dols. 
damages by a jury, for making a mistake in putting up a 
prescription, in consequence of which a man was subjected 
to severe suffering.— Albany Law Journal. 








LONDON GAZETIES. 


— 


Winding up of Joint Stock Compazies. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Tvugspay, Nov. 26, 1872. 

Commonwealth Benefit Building Society.—By an order made by Vice- 
Chancellor Wickens, dated Nov 15, it was ordered that the above 
society be wound up bythe court. Nutt, Brabant ct, solicicor for the 
petitioner. 

Economic Benefit Building Society.—By an order made by Vice-Chan- 
cellor Malins, dated Nov 16, it was ordered that the above society be 
wound up by thecourt. Patteson and Cobbold, New bridge st, Biack- 
friars, solicitors for the petitioners. 

London, Worcester, and South Wales Railway Company.—Vice-Chan- 
cellor Malins, has, by en order daied Oct 26, sppoiuted Mr. Wm 
Brooks, 11, Old Jewry chambers, to be official liquidator. Creditors 
are required on or before Dec 18, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, tothe above. Wednesday, 
Jan 8 at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjndicating upoa the debts 
and claims. 

Undercliff (Isle of Wight) Hotel Company.—Petition for wiuding-up 
presented Nov 16, directed to be heard beture Vice-Chancellor Malins, 
on Dec 6. Simpson, borough High st, solicitor for the peutioner. 


LIMITED 1N CHANCERY, 

Birmingham Brass Foundry Company (limited),—By an order made by 
Vice-Chance lr Malins, dated Nov 15, it was ordered that the above 
company be wound up by the court. Mathews and Mathews, solict 
tors for the petitioners. ~ 

Canadian Oil Works Corporation (Limited).—By an order made by 
Vice-Chancellor Malins, dated Nev 1s, it was ordered that the above 
corporation be wound up by the court. Mercer and Mercer, Cupthail 
ct, solicitors for the petitioners, 

Eastern Disirict Freehold Estates Company (Limited).—By an order 
made by the Master of the Rolls, dated Nov 16, it was ordered that the 
voluntary winding-up of the above company be continued. Mercer 
and Mercer, Copthall ct, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Evans’s, Covent Garden, (Limited),—Petition for winding-up, presented 
Nov 23, directed to be heard beture Vice-Chancellor Malins, va Dee 6. 
Brandon, Essex st, S:rand, solicitor for ths petitioners, 





ews, 
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London, Birmingham, and South Staffordshire Bank (Limited).—By an 
order made by Vice-Chancellor Malius. dated Nov 15, it was ordered 
that the voluntary winding-up of the above bank be continued. 
Taylor and Co, Furnival’s inn, solicitors for the petitioners, 

London Co-operative Society (Limited).—By an order made by Vice- 
Chancellor Malins, dated Nov 15, it was erdered that the above 
society be wound up by the court. Harcourt and Macarthur, Moor- 
gste st, solicitors for the petitioner, 

Professional and General Co-operative Society (Limited).—By an order 
made by Vice-Chancellor Malins, dated Nov 8, it was ordered that 
the above society be wound up by the court. Beyfus and Beyfus, 
Lincoln’s inn fields, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Steam Cooperage Company (Limited).—Petition for continuation of 
voluntary winding-up, presented Nov 26, directed to be heard before 
Vice-Chancellor Malins, on Dec 6, Cutler, Bedford sq, solicitor for 
the petitioner, 

STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 
Fripay, Nov, 22, 1872, 

Trakewells Mining Company.—Petition for wirding-up, presented Nov 
21, directed to be heard before the Vice Warden, at the Princes Hall, 
Truro, on Monday, Dec 2 at 10. Affidavits intended to be used at the 
hearing, in opposition to the petition, must be filed at the Registrar’s 
Office, ‘'ruro, on or before Friday, Nov 29, and notice thereof, must 
be given to the petitioners, their solicitor, or his agents. Hooke and 
Street, Lincoln’s inn fields; agents for Cock, Truro, solicitor for the 
peiitioners. 

Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Tuxspay, Noy. 26, 1872. 

Ieyal South Gloucester Militia Burial and Auxiliary Society, Barracks, 

Gloucester, Nov 19 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Tuespay, Noy. 19, 1872. 
Hullis, Wm, Ufford, Suffolk, Farmer. Dee 13, Godbold v Pizey, V.C. 
Wickens, Brooke, Woodbridge 
Hollingsworth, ‘Uhos, Buckingham Palace rd, Belgravia, Cigar Merchant. 
Dec 20, Carter v Langley, M.R, Laurle and Co, Dean’s ct, Ductors’ 
commons 
Jenkins, Maria, Penygarn, Monmouth, Widow. Dec 7. Williams 9 
Jenkins, V.C. Matins. Edwards, Pontypool 
Jones, John, Portmadoc, Carnarvon, Bootmaker. Dec 10. Flatan v 
Jones, V.C. Malins. Jones, Portmadoc 
tivers, Rt Hon Eleanor, Lady, Broxbourne, Hertford. Dee 31 
Kichardson v Beauclerk, V.C. Wickens, Rogers and Co, Jermyn st 
Stapeiton, Jas Glode, Lee Pk, Lee, Esq. Dec 31. Kennedy and 
Hughes, Chancery lane 
Swinfen, Chas, Windsor, Berks, Esq. Dec 31. Barnea and Bernard, 
Gt Winchester st 
Webster, Thos, Upton, Cheshire, Esq. Jan 17. Webster, Lpool 
White, Susannak, Bromley st, Commercial rd, Widow. Dec 24. 
Pendergas', Colet pl, Commercial rd 
Yearsley, Sarah, We'chpool, Montgomery, Spinster, Dec 18. Yearsley 
v Yearsley, M.R. Owen, Welchpool 
Young, John, Chipping Wycombe, Buckingham, Gent. Dec 31. 
Clarke, High Wycombe 
Fripay, Novy, 22, 1872. 
McGhee, Robt Jas, Holywell, Hunts, Clerk in Holy Orders. Dec 21, 
Baines t McGhee, M.R.° Greene, St Ives 
Richardson, Hy, Oxford terrace, Paddington, Gent. Dec 16. Robert- 
son v Fraser, V.C, Wickens 
Roche, Juin Webb, Tregunter, Brecon. Dec3l. Burton» Farrar, V.C. 
Bacon, Jchuson, Bedford row 
Thomas, Watkin, Cwm Carno Farm, Gelligaer, Glamorgan, Farmer. 
Dec 20. Thomas v Morgan, V.C. Malins. Simons, and Plows, 
Merthyr Tydfil 
Vincent, Joseph, jun, West Lynn, St Peter’s, Norfolk, Yeoman. Dec 
16. Kent v Moore, V.C. Malins. Nurse, Lynn 
Walton, Joseph, Tetney, Lincoln, Shopkeeper. Dec 26. Simpson v 
Walton, M.R. Bower, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Wilkes, Wm, Gloucester. Dec 20. Wilkes » Norman, V.C. Malins, 
Burrnp and Coren, Gloucester 
Turspay, Nov, 26, 1872. 
Boulter, Wm, Bethnal House, Bethnal Green, House Decorator. Dec 
ll. Castle v Boulter, V.C. Malins. Carpenter, Regent st 
Doulton, Fredk, Kensington gate, Gent. Die 21. Doulton ¢ Doulton, 
V.C, Mulins, Sawbridge, Wcod st, Cheapside 
Edmett, Thos, Maidstone, Kent. Jan 1. Paine v H.M,’s Attorney- 
General, V.C. Wickens. Kipping Essex st, Strand 
Shearly, Wm, Agnes villas, Bayswater, Esq. Dec 23. Shearly vr Cripps, 
M.R. Kingstord and Dorman, Essex st, Strand 
Spawforth, Sarah, Headingley, nr Leeds, Widow. Dec 20. Chambers 
v Malvin, V.C. Malins, Belk, Middlesbrough 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Tuespay, Nov, 19, 1872. 
Alder, Susannah, Battersea Rise, Widow. Jan 31. Corsellis, East 
Hil', Wandsworth 
Barton, Rey Hy Jonas, Rector of Wicken, Northampton, Jan 1, 
Watson, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Beffnett John, Hillmarten rd, Upper Holloway, Gent. Dec 31. Green- 
field, Abchurch lane 
Bond, Thos, Mannamead, nr Plymouth, Devon, Dec 28. Pridham 
and Co, Plymouth 
Boulton, Hy, Birm, Pork Buteher. Dec 21. Dnke, Birm 
brown, Kev Silvanus, Rector of Porlock, Somerset. Jan 1. Roweliffe, 
Stogumber 
Dodge, Hy, Brentford, Builder. Dec 28. Woodbridge and Sons, 
Clifford's inn, Fleet st 
English, Eleanor, Hoilybourne House, Bedford hil], Balham, Widow. 


i — Hy, Hawarden, Flint, Rector. Dec 31. Barker and 
ignet: 
Goff, Chas Talbot, Burlington rd, Westbourne Pk, Captain. Jan 1. 
Watson, Lincoln’s inn fields 
HurJman, Jacob, Sunderland, Durham, Shipowner. Dec 31, Simey, 
Sunderland 
Jobnson, Joseph, Lower Sloane st, Retired Builder. Jan 31. Ashley 
and Tee, Fredericks p!, Old Jowry 
Lamb, Walter, Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk, Hatter. Dec 1, Lamb, 
Brighton 
Lownds, Harriett, New Basford, Nottingham, Spinster. Feb 7. 
Rurton and Co, Nottingham 
Lund, Hy, Gargrave, York, Farmer, Dec 31. Haworth, Nelson, nr 
Rurnley 
Macdonald, Jas Horsburgh, Lieut-Col, Dec 31. Plews and Irvine, 
Mark lane 
Mason, Jas, Braughing, Hertford, Gent. Dec3l. Gisby, Ware 
Miller, Wm, Phoebe st, Limehouse, Stevedoree Dec 31. Sykes, St 
Swithin’s lane 
Moorhouse, Hannah, Whitby, York, Spiuster, Dec 12, Watson azd 
Whitehead, Pickering 
Packer, Geo, Tewkesbury, Gloucester, Gent. Jan 1. Winterbotham 
Pringle, Jas, Wells st, St James’s. Feb 1, Maddox and Green, Nater- 
loo pl, Pali Mall 
Stallard, Rey Wm Hy, Bolney, Sussex. Dec 28. Wangh, Cuckfield 
Stevens, Richd White, Lahore, East Indies, Agent. Jan 16. Tuomas 
and Hollams, Mincing lane 
Tattersall, Hannah, Haddersfield, York, Spinster. Jan 15. Bottomley, 
Huddersfield 
Taylor, Richd, Bedfont, Middlesex, Esq. Jan 6. Domviile axd Co, 
New eq, Lincoln’s inn 
Trustram, Chas, Tunbridge Wells, Surgeon. Feb 22. Hulse an! 
Co, Cheapside 
Tucker, Issac, Frognal Mansion, Hampstead, Gardner. Dec 31. 
Pilgrim and Philips, Charch ct, Lothbury 
Wallis, Ebenezer, llornsea, York, Gent. Jan 16. Roberts and Leak, 
Kingston upon Hull 
Ward, Margaret, Barker Stakes, Pickering, York, Widow. Dec 12. 
Watson and Whitehead, Pickering 
Wellby, Deni, Victoria 1d, Kentish town, Gent. Dec 23. Woodbridga 
and Sons, Ctifford’s ins, F.eet st 
Wright, Robt, Grazeley Lodge, Reading, Doctor. Jan 1. White, Court 
House, Epsom 
Yonge, Jas, Plymouth, Devon, Dector. Jan 1. Pridham and Co,. 
Plymouth 
Frupay, Nov. 22, 1872. 
Allfrey, Thos, Keymer, Sussex, Builder. Dec 15.. Black and Co, 
Brighton 
Boyd, Andrew, Lpool, Merchant. Jan7. Miller and Co, Lpool 
Chetwode, Rev Geo, Chilton House, Bucks. Dee 16. Gold and Son, 
Serieants’ inn, Chancery lane 
Cobb, Nathaniel, Essex, Auctioner. Dec 31. Gepp and Sons, Chelms- 
ford 
Curtis, Hy, Broadclist, Devon, Yeoman. Mareh 25. Ford, Exeter 
Dodson, Wm Francis, Gower st, Bedfurd sq, Esq. Dec 25. Hovkeasd 
Street, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Godber, Jas Whittle, Nottingham, Gent. Feb 28. Speel, Nottingham 
Jones, Christiana, Cardigan, Dovey bank, Widow. Janl. Francis and 
Bosanquet, Austin friars 
Jones, Edwin, Rhyl, Flint, Surzeon, Dec 28. Davies, Dendigh 
Kelly, Wightwick, Teignmouth, Devon, Solicitor’s Clerk. Dee 31. 
Whidborne and Tozer, Teigumouth 
Lee, Caroline, Enfield, Spinster, Jan 1. 
bidgs, Hoiborn circus 
Linton, tev Jas, Hemingford House, Hunts, Dec 3], Large, South 
sq, rays inn 
Pollard, John, Fallow Corner, Finchley, Clerk. Dec 29. D»iman and 
Colgrave, Jermyn st 
Roan, Mary, Edgbaston, nr Birm, Widow. Jan 1. Whitford and 
Bennett, Piymouth 
Shilyock, Thos, Witton, Worcester, Gant. Dec 25. Holyoake, Droitwiza 
Simmons, Edwd, Leipsic rd, Camberwel!, Gent. Dec 20. Shearmen, 
Gresham st 
Stephenson, Edwa, Radford, Nottingham, Builder. Dee 30. Hunt and 
Son, Nottingham 
Stubbs, Wm Edwd, Spring Grove, Is'eworth, Esq. Dec 31. Horsley,jun, 
Gresham bidgs, Basinghall st 
Todd, Geo, Auckland, Wandsworth Common, Gent, Dec 25. Newman, 
Clifford’s inn, Fleet st 
Trethowan, Wm, sen, Constantine, Cornwall, Yeoman. Dec 
Esther Bray, Tronnick row, Truro 
Tun, ‘Thos, Scarisbrick, Lancashire. Feb 20. Whitaker, Lancaster pl, 
Strand 
Waller, Mary, Weymouth, Dorset, Spinster. Dee 31. Meredith and Co, 
New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
Ward, Randall, Wymondbam, Norfolk,Gent. Jan 3l. Whites and Co, 
Wymondham 
Whiteaway, Sam], East Ogwell, Devon, Farmer. Jan 20. Daw and 
Son, Exeter 
Worthy, Richd Dewdney, Stoke Canon, Devon, Gent, March 25. Ford, 
Exeter 


Braikenridge, Bartlett’s- 


1s, 


TveEspay, Nov. 26, 1872. 
Barker, Thes, Thornton-!e-Clay, York, Gent. Dee 31. Young, York 
Blackmore, Jane, Bath, Spiuster. Jan i8. Blackmore and Son, Alres- 


ford 

Bowden, Jas, Widcombe, Somerset, Gent. Jan 20. Young and Co, 
Frederick's pl, Old Jewry _ 

Brooks, Mary, Harbertoniord, Deven, Widow. Dec 31. Windeatt, 
Totnes : 

Callaghan, Helen, Shaldon, nr Teignmouth, Devon, Widow. Jan 6. 
Templer, Teignmouth ; 

Dixon, Joseph, Wetherby, York, Accountant. Dec 19. Bickers, Ted. 
caster 

Eagar, John, Lpool, Corn Dealer. Jan 10. Hore and Monkhouse, 





Dec 30. Ashurst and Co, Old Jewry 


pool . 
Eyre, John, Sheffield, Gent. Feb 22, Fretson, Sheffield 
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Fauntleroy, Chas, Russell st, Bermondsey, Gent. Dec 21. Jenkinson 
and Co. Corbet ct,Gracechurch st 
Garner, Thos Betts, Callow st, Chelsea, Gent. Dec 31. Thompson, 
Stam‘crd villas, Fulham 
Giover, Jas, Stoke upon Trent, Stafford, Esq. Dec 31. Greenfield, 
Lancaster p!, Strand ste 
Granville, Csurt, Calwick, Stafford, Esq. Jan 1. Williams and James, 
Lincoln’s inn fielus : 
Grims:one, Jchn Jemes, Berkeley terrace, Lorrimore rd, Kennington, 
Gent. Dec 23. White, Colchester 
Ziunt, John, Eccleshiil, Lancashire, Egg Dealer. Dec 26. Backhouse, 
Blackburn 
Hurst, John Jacob, ammersmith, Builder. Jan 4, Watson and Sons, 
Bouverie st, Fleet st ’ 
Ives, Wm, Tottenham, Gent. Jan 2. Richardson, Gt Hadham . 
Kimpton, Thos Cottenham, Cambridge, Farmer. Dec 27, Francis and 
Co, Cembridge 
Lukin, Catherine, Hove, Sussex, Widow. Jan9. Woods and Dempster, 
Brighton 
Matthews, Geo, Cuckfield, Sussex, Farmer. Jan 9. Woods and 
Dempster, Brighton 
Neden, Jcseph, Lichfield, Lend Agent. Dec 3i. Barnes and Russell, 
Lichfield 
Manken, Mary, Ealing, Spinster, Jan 1, Nicholl and Newman, 
Howard st, ‘trand 
Roberts, John Edwd, George’s terrace, Lpool rd, Islington, Watchmaker. 
Dec 23. Weedman, Smith st, Northampton sq, C erkenwell 
Rcibinson, Joseph, Huddersfield, York, Tailor. Feb 20. Bottomly, 
Huddersfield 
Sangster, Saml, New Kent rd, Gent. Dec 21. Jenkinson and Co, 
Cerbet ct, Graceshurch st 
Stal men, Lettitia, St Georces’s rd, Pimlico, Widow. Jun 20. Boodle 
and Partington, Davies st, Berkley sq 
Suge, Hy, York st, Westminster, Undertaker. Dec3l. Crosse, Bell 
yd, Dectors’ cammons 
Suge, Rebecca, Shirley villas, Balham, Widow. Dee 31. Crosse, Beli 
yd, Doc‘ors’ commons 
Taylor, Robt Stopford, Sheficld, Surgeon. Feb 22, Fretson, Sheffield 
Thorpe, John, Maida hill West, Gent. Jan 7. Barnard and Co, 
Lancast.r p!, Strand 
Ward, Edwd, Compton, Stafford, Grocer. Dee 31. Bolton and Co 
Woiverhampton 
Wavell, Richd Cowlam, Ryde, lof W, Chandler. Jan 1. Fardell and 
Wooldridge, Ryde 
Weaver, Ssdney Bacon, Hoddesdon, Hertford, Gent. Dee 24, Tweedie, 
Lincoln's inn fieids 
Bankrupts, 
Faipay, Nov. £2, 1872. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Regietrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Carter, I-abella, Addison ré North, Notting hill, Fancy Dealer. Pet Nov 
18. Breugham. Dec 6 at 12 
W.b ter, Watton, and Hy Brown, City rd, Bedding Manufacturers. Pet 
Sept 2v. Hazliia. Dee Gat 11 
To Surrender in the Country, 
Boate, Wary Sydney, Egerton rd, Greenwich, Printer. Pet Nov 19. 
‘arnfield. Greenwich, Dec 10 at 2 
Brazcr, Kichd. Cambridge, Fellmonger. Pet Nov 20, Eaden, Cam- 
bridge, Dee 5 at 12 
Lridges, Thos, Cirencester, Gloucester, no occupition. Pet Nov 20, 
Townsend. Swindon, Dec 4 at 2 
Incledew, Wm, Ferrith, Cumberland, Farmer, Pet Nov 18. Halton. 
Carlisie, Pec 4 at 2 
Palme’, Edwd P, Abingdon, Berks, Draper. Pet Nov 14. Bishop, 
Oxford, Dee 3 at 12 
Smith, Edwd, Lpoo!, Comm Agent. Pet Nov 19. Watson. Lyool, Dec 
4a:2 


Tvespar, Nov. 26, 1872. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proo’s of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender ia London, 


Eyers, Thos, Richmind rd, West Brompton, Builder. Pet Nov 23. 

Rocke. Dec 12 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country, 

Par‘lett, Hy Mozart, Teiznmoath, Devon, Innkeeper. Pet Nov 21. 
Daw. Exeter, Dec 12 at 1 

Elworthy, E ias, South Mo‘ton, Devon, Farmer, Pet Nov 21, Bencraft. 
Birnstaple, Dec 10 at 1 

Fisher, Win, Elerker, York, no occupation. Pet Nov 21. Phillips. 
K ngston-uvon-Hnll, Dec 9 at 12 

Pil, Sami Afflick, Boston, Lincoln, Draper, Pet Nov 20. Staniland, 
Besten, Dec 12 at 12.30 

Jacques, Fredk, Nethersea!, Leicester, Suddler. Pct Noy 21, Goodger. 
surtur-on-Trent, Dee Ll at 12 

Lomas, Jcseph, S.arborough, York, Ma:ble Manufacturer. Pet Nov 20. 
Wovdal'. Scarborough, Dec 10 at 3 

MeNevin, Edmund, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Coal Merchant. Pet Nov 13. 
Langicy. Cardiff, Dec 7 at 1. 

Sly, Johu, Battersea sq, Baker. Pet Nov 20. Willoughby. Wands- 
worth, Dec 13 at 11 

‘Worton, Jas, and Aa:on Worton, Bilston, Stafford, Boot Manufacturers, 
Pet Nov 22. Martineau. Wolverhampton, Vee 19 at 12 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Turspay, Nov, 26, 1872, 
tickle, Wm Aaron, Gannislake, Cornwall, Butcher. Nov 20 
Hatch, Hy D’Aubigny, Bristol, Draper. Nov 23 
Morris, Win, Maindee, Monmouth, Carrier, Nov 19 
Thoruley, Cust, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer, Sept 10 





Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Farivar, Nov, 22, 1872. 


Anseil, Geo Wm, St John’s rd, Hoxton, Piumber. Nov 30 at 12, at 
offices of Geaussent, New Broad st 

Askew, Oliver, Edith rd, Peckhim, Baker. Dec 2 at 12, at offices of 
Kerly's, London wall 

Bagnall, Sampson, and Jas Thomson Paton, Huyton, nr Lpoo', Com. 
mission Merchants. Dec 5 at 8, at oflices of Harris, Union ct, Castle 
st, Lpool 

Barley, Jolin, Birm., Dec 9 at 12, at ofices of Cottrell, Newhall! st, 


Bearda!l, Wm, Hucknall Torkard, Nottingham, Lime Burner. Dee 9 
at 3, at offices of Cranch end Rowe, Low pavement, Nottingham 
Blandell, Richd Watson, Macclesfield, Cheshire, Jeweller, D:c 9 at 3, 
at (flices of Higginbotham and Barclay, Exchange st, Macclestield 
Bradberry, Thos, Orchard st, Portman sq, Upholsterer. Dec 6 at 2, 
at offces of Poole, Bartholomew close 
Brayshaw Thos, Woollen Manufacturer. Dac 6 at 11, at offices of Scott, 
Albion et, Leeds 
Chapman, Nathan Allen, Mincing lane, Merchant. Doc 12 at 3, at the 
London Tavern, Bishopsgate st. Stocken and Jupp, Leadenhall st 
Chester, Chas, St Andrew’s hil, Hat Manufacturer. Dec 10 at 3, at 
offices of Taylor and Jaquet, South st, Finsbury sq 
Child, Chas, Wiacanton, Somersat, Brewer. Dec 4 at 12, at the Grey- 
hound Hotel, Wincanton. Hobbs, jun, Wells 
Cocks, Francis Jeseph, Birm, Manufacturer’s Clerk. Nov 30 at 10, at 
oftices of East, Colmore row, Bir:n 
Cooper, Hy Edwin, Bethnal Green rd, Sewing Machine Manufacturer, 
Dee 7 at 10 30, Davies, Furnivai’s inn 
Cott ill, Geo, Birkenhead, Chester, Hydraulic Man. Dec 4 at 3, at 
offices of Mawson, Dancan st, Birkenhead 
Crompton, Wm Ormerod, B!ackpool, Lancashire, Tes Dealer. Dec data, 
at offices of Ryley, Mawdsley st, Bolton 
Desgurdins, Logis, Br.stol, General Merchant. Dez 6 at 2, at offices of 
Beckingham, Albion chambers, Bristol 
Dumbieton, Emily Sophia, Herts. Butcher. Dee 9 at 2, at offices of 
Marshall, Hatton gdn 
Dunn, Geo, New Windsor, Berks, Photographer. Dez 10 at 2, at offices 
Dnrant, Clarence villas, New Windsor 
Eade, Wm, Epsom, Surrey, Watchmaker. Dec 5 at 2, at oMizes of 
Reader, Strand F 
Ecmonds, Jas, Globe rd, Mileend rd, Mineral Water Manufacturer, 
2c 2 at 12, at offices of Dubois, Gresham bldgs, Pasinghall st 
Ellerington, Margaret Charlotte, Scarborough, York, Lodging hous2 
Keeper. DecSiat%. Spurr, Queen st, Ssarborough 
Foilwell, Edgar, Bristol, Warehouseman. De: 9 at 12, at offices of 
Plummer, Bristol chambers, Nicholas st, Bristol 
Gage, Geo John, Septimus, Boxhall, Sufulk, Batoher. Dee 16 at 1), 
at the Fox Hotel, Stowmarket 
Gage, Geo Smith, Stonham, A-<pal, Suffolk, Butcher. Dec 16 at1, at the 
Fox Hotel, Stowmarket 
Go'frey, Wm Hy, Albany st, Regents Px, Grocer. Dee 3 at 2, at offices 
of Henderson, Businghall st. Godfrey, Bisinghall st 
Greenstreet, Thos, Landrindod Wells, Radnor, Lankeeper. Dec 9 at 1, 
at offices of Ewing, Broad st, Newtowa 
Griffiths, Walter, Lpool, Public Hous: Manager. 
of Erty, Lord st, Lpvol 
Mali, Richd, Much Wenlock, Salop, Licensed Victualler. Dac 5 at 2, at 
the Chariton Arms Hotel, Caurch si, We'lington. Knowles and Son, 
Wellington 
Harvey, John, Wivenhoe, Essex, Ship Builder. Dec 6 at 2, at the 
George Hotel, High st. Colchester. Phiibrick and Son, Colchester 
Hatton, Join, Wickwoodst, Gordoa grove, Brixton, Licensed Victualler. 
Dec 2 at 3, at offices of Godfrey, South 39, Gray's ina 
Hellawel!, Abel, Hnddersficl!, York, Coal Merchant. Dee 5 at ll, at 
offices of Craven and Sunderland, King st, Huddersfield 
Herbert, Richd, York st, Keusingion, Cuegsemoager. Dee 11 at 2, at 
oitices of Nash and Co, Sutfo'k lane 
Horsley, Chas, Kingston upon Hu'l, Cabinet Maker, Dee 5 at 12, at 
Offices of Stead and Sibree, Bishop lane, Kingston upon Hull 
Hosking, Wm Luce, Ventnor, Isle of Wight, Jeweller. Nov 29 at 2, at 
offices of Scard and Son, Bishopsgate at, Wichin 
Itbersun, Wm Hy, Munch, Maroa, Dec 6 at 3, at offices of Addleshaw; 
King st, Manch 
ILingworth, Freik, New Wortley, nr Leeds, Provision Dealer, Nov 29 
at 2, at offices of Hardwick, Boar lane Leeds 
Johnson, Jas, North Walsham, Nor‘olx, Lraper’s Assistant. Nov 30 at 
10, at offices of Johnson, High Holborn 
Kaufmann, Louis, Manch, Geueral Merchant. Des 9 at 3, at office of 
Storer, Fountain st, Ma.ch 
Marley, Jas, jun, Goding st, Vauxhall, Clothicr's Assistant Dec 5at3, 
at offices ot Ditton, Ironmonger lane 
Marsha'l, Thos Middleton, New North rd, no occupation, Dee 5 at 12, 
at offices of Wiid and Co, Ironmonger lane, Cheapside 
Marshall, Wm, Claphamrd, Batcber, Nov 29 at 3, at office of Mar- 
shall, Hatton gdn 
Monks, Wm, Ashton upon Ribble, Lancashire, Grocer. Dae 6 at lI, 
at offices of P.unt and Abbot. Cannon st, Pres on 
Monro, Geo, sen, Luton, Bedford, Nourseryman, Nov 29 at 12, at 12, 
Hatton gdn 
Moon, Hy Mercer, Belsize rd, St Johu’s Wood, S:cretary. Dec 5 atl, 
at offices of Seal, Serjeant’s inn, Fieet st 
Parker, John, Thorpe, St Anirews, Norfolk, Grocer. Dee 3 at 12, at 
offices of Collina, Wiilow lane, Norwich 
Payne, Chas Sampson, Southampton, Giass Merchant, Dec 3, at 2, at 
the Guildhall Coffse House, King st, Caeapsidy. Killbv, Southampton 
Pearman, Wm, Birm, Butcher. Dec 6 at 11, at o;fices of Fowke, 
Waterloo st, Birm 
Rothwell, Join, Huddersfisld, York, Reed Maker. De: 10 at 2, at 
offices of Scholes and Son, Leeds rd, Dewsbury 
Sandford, Jolin, Ilminster, Somerset, Draper. Dec 5 at 2, at offices of 
Wiliams and Co, Exchange, Bristol. Co!lins, Ilminster 
Shrubb, Walter Fredk, Winterbrook, Berks, Corn Deuler. Dse4 at 3 30, 
at the Mason’s Hall Tavern, Masuns' aveuue, Coleman st. Dodd, 
Wallingford 


Dac 6 at 9, at o‘fices 
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Simon, Geo Young, Warnford ct, Merchant. Dec 5 at 2. at offices of 
Cape and Harris, O'd Jewry. Michae!, Gresham bldgs, Basinghali st 

Smart. Jas, Uigh st, Kingsland, Cieesemonger, Dec 3 at 3, at otfices of 
Parker. Finsbary pavement 

Spooner, Thos, Burton upon Trent, Stafford, Land Agent. Dee 4 at li, 
at ottices of Briggs, High st, Burton upon Trent 

Stevens Geo John, Sidcup, Kent, General Draper, Dec 2 at 3, at offices 
of May and Co, Adelaid pl, London Bridze 

Taylor, John, Northampton, Printer. Dec 3 at 3, atthe Chamber of 
Commerce. Corn Exchange, Northampton. Walker, Northampton 

Thomas, Robt, Birm, Corn Dealer. Dec 10 at 11, at offices of Allen, 
Union passage, Birm 

Thick, Eli, Saisbury. Wilts, Butcher, Dec 10 at 11, at the Market 
Honse, Salisbury. ILodding, Salisbury 

Thomson, Levi, Nottngham, Fish Salesman. Dec 6 at 3, at offices of 
Cranch and Rowe, Low pavement, Nottingham 

Trees, John, Middlesborough, Yor, Furniture Dealer. 
offices of Addenbrooke, Zetland rd, Middlesborough 

Washbourn, Thos, Wroughton, Wilts, Innkeeper. Dec 4 at 12, at offices 
of Kinneir and ‘Tembs, High st, Swindon 

Watmore, “aroline, Holt, Bradford, Wilts, Licensed Victualler. Dec 5 
at 2, at« flices of Pocock and Son, Union st, Bath. Shrapnell, Bradford 

Watson, Geo Edwin, St John st, Clerkenwell, Manager. Dec 2 at 1, at 
offices of Nethersole, New inn, Strand 

Welham, Wm, Loughborough rd, Brixton, Nourserymin. 
at ofiices of Chauntlee and Co, Gray’s inn sq 

Willey, Jas Higitman, Bristol out of business, 
Henderson and Salmon, Broad st, Bristol 

Wiliame, Uy, Carmarthen, Clockmaker. Dec 5 at 10.15, at the 
Thomas Arms Hotel, Lianelly. Griffiths, Carmarthen 

Tcesvay, Nov. 26, 1872. 

Aitken, Wm, Bermondsey New rd, out of business. Dec 2 at 2, atoffices 
of Marshall, Loleotn’s inn fields 

Anderson, Tnes, High Wycombe, Bucks, Chair Manufacturer. Dec 

Nov 30 at 12, at 


Dec 3 at 11, at 


Dec 9 at 3, 
Dec 9 at 12, at offices of 


12 at 3, at offices of Clarke, Easton st, High Wycombe 

Ansell, Geo Win, St John’s rd Moxton, Plumber. 
effees of Geaussent, New Broad st 

Bagot, Lenox, Coventry, General, Dealer, Desc 5 at 11, at 17, Little 
Patk st, Coventry. H«emer, Coventry 

Bateson, Wm, Wallnock, Darham, and William Robinson. Crvok, 
builders. Pee 10 at 11, at oltices of Saikeid, Market p!, Durhain 

Bowell, Jas, Sunderland, Durham, Grocer. Dec 6 at 10, at ollices of 
She: wood aud Co, Jchn st, Sunderland 

Brad'ev, Thos, St telens, Lancashire, Attorney's Clerk, Dec 10 at 3, 
at offices of G:bs0n and Bolland, South Joha st, Lpovl 

Briscoe, Hy, Cinderford, Gioucester, Carpenter. Dec 12 at 3, at the 
Lion inn, Wocdside, Cinderford. Jacksor, Stroad 

Bruce, Thus A’exander, Kingston upoh Hull, Merchant’s Clerk. Dec 7 
at li, at oftices of Laverack, County bidgs, Land of Green Ginger, 
Kingston upen Hull 

Duck, Chis, Clerkenwell green, Jeweller. Dee 5 at 2, at the Mason’s 

nt Hall ee Masons avenue, Basinghall st Waring, Gresham bldgs, 
niidhell, 

bundock, Wm, Grafton st, Mile End rd, no occupation. Dec 10 at 12, 
at otlices of Keene and Marsland, Lower Thames st 

Cameron, Charles, Villiers st, Strand, Eating house Keeper. Dec 4 at 
2, at ottie s of Marshall, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Carabire, Thos, Wakefield, York, Rag Merchant. Dec 9 at 3, at offices 
of Fernandes and Gill, Cross sq Wakefield. 

Castie, Hy Gibbens, Ramsgate, Kent, General D:aler. 
ut the Spread Eagic, Ramsgate De Lasorux. 

Caton, Hy, Garlick hill, Journeyman Compositor. Dec 12 at 1, at offices 
of Barron, Queen st, Cannon st 

Christie, Wm ty, and Chas John Christie, Brook st Bond st, Auctioneers. 
Dec 3 at 3, at lv, Hatten garden. Marahall 

Ciay, Jas Burton, Birkenhead, Cheshire. Dec 4 at 2, at offices of 
Downtam, Market st Birkenhead 

Cleaton, Wm, Mexley, Stafford, Boot Manufacturer. 
at offices of Smith, Walsall rd, Wednesbury 

Cohen, Phineas, Glamorgan, Glazier. Dec 10 at 2, at offices of Griffith 
and Evans, Lion chambers, Bristol. Griffith, Carditf 

Darken, Thos Eugene, Norwich, Licensed Victualler, 
¢ffices of Stanley, Bank plain, Norwich 

Davies, ‘Thos, Burton, Chester, Chemist. Dee 10 as 11, at offices of 
Morris, Harington st, Lpoei. Cuurton, Chester. e 

Donnavan. Nicholas, Manch, Grocer, Dec9 at 3, at office of Hardy, 
St Jumes’s sq, Manch 

apg se Leeds, Painter. Dec 11 at 2, at office of Granger, Bank 
tt, Leeds 

Errington. Geo, and Louis Joseph Errington, Elizabeth st, Hackney ri, 
Corset Manutacturers. Dec 4 at 3, at offices of Webster, Basinghall st 

Everitt, Wm, Boston, Lincoln, Baker. Dee 10 at 11, at office of Thomas, 
Emery lane, Boston 

Eynon, Wm Harris, Swansea, Glamorgan, Printer. 
of Barnard and Co, Temple st, Swansea 

Farrel!, Michael Walker, Preston, Lancashire, Painter. Dec 10 at 2, at 
oflice of Furshaw, Cannon st, Preston 

Finch, Chas Dover, Newbury, Berks, Upholsterer. Dec 2 at 11, at the 
Gt Western Hotel, Reading. Lucas, Newbury 

Gardner, EKdwd, Cowpen Quay, nr Blyth, Northumberland, Grecer. 
Dec 4 12, at office of Story, Cross Hvuse, Westgate rd, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

George, Thos Wm, Aston, Warwick, Broker. Dec 4 at 12, at office 
of Green, Waterloo st, Birm 

Goodby, Chas, and Hy Guodty, Shrewsbury, Licensed Victuallers, Dez 
9 at 10, at office of Morris, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

Hall, Jas, Lpool, Draper. Dec 11 at 3, at offices of Masters and Fletcher, 
North John st, Lycol 

Hall, Wm, Lpool, Dining-room Keeger. Dec 6 at 3, at office of Vine, 
Cable st. Lpool. Ritson, Lpoo 

Hardisty, Fredk Adolphus, sen, Lucan st, Brompten, Riding Master, 
Nov 30 at 2, at 6, Argyll st, Regent et. Froggatt 

Harrison, Jas, Cheiteniam, Gloucester, Accountant. Dee 10 at 3, at 
office of Boodlo, Bedford bldgs. Cheltenham 

Hoar, Eliz, Bath, Somerset, Licensed Victualler, Deo 9 at 2, at office 
of Simmons and Clark, Manvers st, Bath 


Dec 10 at 2, 


Dec .0 at II, 


Dee 9 at 4, at 


Dec 9 at 2, at office 


Hughes, Jolin,Carnarvon, Grocer. Dec 13 at 2, at offices of Picton ard 


Co, Market st, Carnarvon 
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Humphreys, Robt, Ab2rystwith, Cardigan, Innkesper. Dee 7 at ll, 
at office of Hughes and Son, North Parate, Aberystwith 

Jackson, Geo, Walton-by-Felixstowe, Suff>lk, Carpenter. 
at office of Pollard, St Lawrance st, Ipswich 

Jolisffe, Jas Lawson, Portsea, Hauts, Jeweller. 
of King, Union st, Portsea 

Kev, Jas, Hanley, Stafford, Fruiterer. 
New ot, Hanley. Welch, Longton 

Keyte, Wm, Birm, Builder. Dzc 10 at 12, at o‘fice of Robinson, New- 
hall st, Birm 

Loose, Fras, Maccl‘sfield, Cheshire, High Bailiff. Dec 16 at 4, at the 
Ma-clesffeld Arms Hotel, Macclesfield. Addleshaw, Manch 

Milis, Wm Hy, Worcester, Wine Merchant. Dec 9 at 11, at office of Rea 
Foregate st, Worcester 

Moore, Wm, ‘'ormoham, Devon, Builder. 
Hirtzei, Queen st, Exeter 

Murch, Wm, Mabiedon pl, Burton crescent, Veterinary Surgeon. 
17 at 3, at office of Boydell, South sq, Gray’siun 

Nicklin, Hy, Hanley, Stafford, Veterinary Surgeon. Dec 5 at 4, at the 
o— Court Oitices, Cheapside, Hanley. Sievensou, Cueapside, 

anle: 

Noble, Richd, Crosland, nr Huddersfield, York, Innkeener. 
11, at offices of Sykes and Son, Market walk, Huddersfield 

Northon, Wm, Spalding, Lincoln, Ironmonger. Dee 9 at 12, at the 
White Hart Inn, Spalding. Harvey and Cartwright, Spalding 

Owen, Wm, Bethesda, Llanllechid, Carnarvon, Licensed Victualler . 
Dec 10 at 1, at the Prince Albert Motel, Bangor. Jones, Conway 

Parker, Phillip, Crewe, Cheshire, Confectioner, Dec 9 at il, at the 
Royal Uotel, Crewe. Lisle, Nantwich 

Peasde!, John Branch, Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk, Clothier. Dec 9 at 32, 
at office of Rayson, Regent st, Gt Yarmouth 

Perry, Joseph, Lye, Oidswintord, Worcester, Iron Merchant, 
12, at office cf Collis. Market st, Stourbridge 

Pickersgill, Wm, Newcastie-upon-Tyne, Provision Merchant. Dec 9 at 
li, at office of Earle and Co, Akenside hill, Neweastle-upon-Tyne 

Pickup, Jesse, Ruchdale, Lancashire, Wooistapler. Dec 6 at 3, at 
offices of Hlolland, Baillie st, Rochdale 

Pocock, Thos, Greenham common, Berks, Hay Dealer. Dec 6 at ll, 
at the White Hart lon, Market pl, Newbury. Cave, Newbury 

Poo'e, Robt, Aston-juxta-birm, Charter Mister. Dee 5 at 3, at cfilces 
of Kennedy, Waterloo st, Birm 

Fowell, Jas, Ramsgate, Kent, Grocer. Dec 9 at 12, at the Guildhall 
C.ffee house, Greshain st. Treherne and Wollerstan, Ironmonger 
lane, Cheapside 

Preece, Jas, Abergavenny, Monmcuth, Baker. Dee 11 at 3, at Office of 
Sayce, Lion st, Abergavenny 

Preston, Hy, Kingston-upon-Hull, Grocer, 
Summers, Manor st, Kingston-upon Hul! 

Pringle, Wm, Newton-by-the Sea, Northumberland, Fish Curer. Dae 
13 at 11, at ollice of Harle and Co, Akenside hi.l, Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne 

Rawson, Fredk Geo, Lincoln, Chemist. Dec 5 at 11, at office of Jay, 
Bank st, Lincoln. Toynbee and Larken, Li 'co.n 

Riley, John Leeming, Wakefield. Builder, Dec7at Ll, at cffices of 
Fernandes and Gill, Cross sq, Waketield 

Smith, Thos, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick, Aucticneer, Deze 10 at 3, at 
the Three Tuns Hotel, High st, Suttou Coldfield. Fallows, Birm 

Spiers, Josiah, and Johi Wm Christmas. St George, Gloucester, 
Builders. Dee 12 at 12, at offices of Plummer, Bristol chambers, 
Nicholas st, Bristol 

Starks, Wm Robt Marsden, Tynemouth, Northumberland, Chemist. 
Dec iC at 12, at cfiices of Kewney, Howard st, North Saields 

Stephens, Wm, birm, Hay Dea'er. Dec 6 at 11, at oifices of Taylor, 
Waterloo st, Birm 

Styles, Sam, Whitcomb st, Pall Mall East, Piamber. Nov 20 (and not 
13, as in Gazette of 19th inst.) at 10, at the Hand and Racket, White 
comb st, Pall Mall East. Haynes, Manchester st, Manchester sq 

Taylor, Wm Day, Shefield, Builder. Dec 10 at 2, at offices of Taylor, 
Norfolk row, Shettield 

Tucker, Joseph Peter, Ventnor, I of W, China Dealer. Dee 1! at 2, at 
cffices of Whiitaker, Sussex rd, Pound Tce Jaue, Southampren, 
Swayne, Southampton 

Venning, John Robt, Horsham, Sussex, Licensed Victualler. Dec 10 at 
2, at the Black Horse Hotel, Hersham. Venning and Co 

Waddington, John Settle, Shetfield, Cabinet Maker. Dec 9 at 12, at 
offices of Hodgson, Bank st, Shettield 

Walters, Thos, Worcester, Cattle Salesman. 
and Dragon Inn, Tything, Worcester 

Watkins, Alfred Duncan, Sidcup, Kent, Licensed Victualler. Dee 12 
at 2, at offices of Poole, Birtholomew close 

Wells, Jaz, sen, Luton, Bedford, Straw Mat Manufacturer. Dee 4 at 5, 
ai the George Hotel, George st Luton 

Wells Wm, Portobello rd, Notting hill, Cheesemonger. Dec 9 at 3, 
at offices of Carter and Bell, Leadenhall! st 

Whitby Robt, Lower Kennington lane, Bailder. Dec 9 at 3, at offices of 
Holmes, Eastcheap 

Williams, Thos, Blackfriars rd, Hat Manufactnrer. Dec 5 at 2, at the 
Royal Hotel, Manch. Hall, King’s Arms yd 

Woodman, Wai, Earlswood, Surrey, Builder. Dee 11 at 3, at offices of 
Howell, Cheapside 

Yates, Matthew Thompson, Upton, nr Birkenhead Chester, School 
master. Dec 10 at 3, at offices of Mawson, Duncan st, Birkenhead 


EDE & SON, 


ROBE ; (ype MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


10 HER MAJESTY, THE LORD CHANCELLOR, THE JUDGES, CLERGY, ETC 


Dec 20 at 12, 
Dec 9 at 4, at offices 


Dee 9 at3, at office of Saxton, 


Dec 13 at 11, at offices of 


Dee 


Dec 9 at 


Dec 6 at 


Dee 9 at 3, at office of 


Dec 5 at 3, at the George 
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The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1857. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on tho shortest notice 


he BOOES AND FORMS kept in stock for immediate use 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed 
in the proper form for registration and distribution. SHARE CER 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed and executed. No charge for sketches. Come 
panies Fee Stamps. Railway Registration Forms. 








Solicitors’ Account Books. 


ASH & FLINT, 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 49, Fleet, 
street, London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn) 


THE pide BANKRUPTCY COURT 


Is only a few minutes’ walk sr 
TRAND, 


YARR’S, 2 6 5, 

Dinners (from the joint), vegetables, bh ls. 6d., or with Sou” 
or Fish, 2s. and 23. 6d. “if I desire a substantial dinner off the joints 
with the agreeable accompaniment of light wine, both cheap ant” 
good, I know only of one house, and that is in the Strand, close to Daneg” 
Inn. There you may wash down the roaxt beef of old Eugland with 
excellent Burgundy, at two shillings a bottle, or you may be supotied | 
with half a bottle for a shillinz.”—All the Year Round, June 1s, 1964/5 
page 440, 

The new Hall lately added .s ene of the handsomest Cinin oom 
Lopdon.” Dinners (from the oint), vegetables, &c., 1s. 6 i 


O END of WORRY SAVED by the Use of 
STONE’S PATENT BOOK BOXES, for the safe and orderly” 
ping of all papers and documents, printed or manuscript. Prices” 








Now ready, the Second Edition of 


henry INVESTORS’ RECORD of PUR- 
CHASES and SALES, with CALCULATIONS Adapted tc 
€very Investment. An additional portion especially adapted for the 
Legal Profession, containing Forms of Entry fur Freehold and Copyhold 
Property; Leasehold, Let and Held; Mortgages, Held and Effected ; 
insurances; Bills and Promissory Notes; Moneys Advanced or 
Borrowed, 

**The object of this Memorandum Book is to enable every Investor to 
keep a systematic Record, producible in a Court of Law, of every in- 
vestment transaction entered into. No such record was in existence 
previous to the first edition. 


((BACROFT S CONSOL DIAGRAM, showing the 
~ Highest and Lowest Prices of Three per Cent. Consols each year 
frum the French Revolution of 1789 to the Franco-German War of 1870, 
with the Growth aud Decline cf the National Funded Debt of Great 
Britain; the Yearly Average of the Bank Rate of Discount, and Tabu- 
lated Statement of the Principal Events Affecting the Prices of Stocks. 

* Diagrams are sometimes not very simple, but the present one is 
clearness itself—is an interesting commentary on English history for 
the period in question.”-—-Economist. 

Price 2s.; or, mounted on roller, 3s, 6d. 
London: ErrincuamM Wixson, Publisher, Royal Exchange. 


BERNARD CRACROFT, Stock and Share Broker, 5, Austin-friars, E.C. 
Just published, in 8vo, second edition, price 21s, cloth, 
MA NE’S TREATISE ON THE LAW OF 

DAMAGE*, Comprising their Measure, the Moie in which 
they are Assessed and Reviewed, the Practice of Granting New Trials, 
and the Law of Set-off. Second edition, by LumLey Smi7g, of the 
Inner lemple, Barrister-at-Law. 








Just published, in Svo, price 7s. 6d. clo 
N EPITOME and ANALYSIS of SAVIGNY'S 
’ TREATISE on OBLIGATIONS in ROMAN LAW. By Ancui- 
BaLD Brown, M.A,, Edin. and Oxon. and B.C.L. Oxon., of the Middle 
Tempie, Barrister-at-Law. 
Just published, in 8vo, price 9s. cloth 


HE RULE of the LAW of FIXTURES. Second 


Edition, embracing references to English. Scotch, Irish, and 
American decisions. By Arcuipatp Browy, M.A. Ediv. and Oxon, 
and B.C,L. Oxon, of the Middle Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 

Srevens & Harnes, Bell-yard, Temple-bar. 


UROPEAN ASSURANCE ARBITRATION.— 
A Full Special Report of the important Decisions herein, by 
RICHARD MARRACK, Esq. .» Barrister-at-Law, is commenced in the 
LAW TIMES of Nov. 23. 
Immediate orders should he given to the Law Tiugs Orrice, 1 0, 
Wellington-street, Strand, W.C. 


{alee AGRA BANK (LIMITED), 
Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000, 

HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LONDON, 
BranczeEs in Edinburgh, Caleutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Agra 
Lahore, Shanghai, Hong Kong. 

Current Accounts are kept at the Head Office on the terms cns- 
tomary with London bankers, and interest allowed when the credit 
balance does not fall below £100. 

Deposits received for fixed periods on the following terms, viz.:— 
At 5 per cent. per annum, subject to 12 months’ notice of withdrawal. 
For shorter periods deposits will be received on terms to be agreed upon. 

Bi1Ls issued at the current exchange of the day on any of the Branchee 
of the Bank free of extra charge; and approved bills purchased or sent 
for collection, 

Sates anp Purcnasés effected in British and foreign securities, in 
East India Stock and loans,and the safe custody of the same undertaken, 
Interest drawn, and army, navy, and civil pay and pensions realised, 

Every other description of banking business and money agency, 
British and en, transacted, 

J. THOMSON, Chairman, 








LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE, 
No, 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 


E ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, begs to 


direct the attention "of the Legal Profession to the advantages 
of his long experience of upwards of twenty-five years, in the special in- 
sertion of all pro forma notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued 
support.—N.B, One copy of advertisement only required,and the strictest 
care and promptitude assure¢. Officially stamped forms for adyer- 
tisements and file of * London Gazette ” kept. By appointment. 








fox 2s. Gd. to 73. %4. Sold by all Bokseliers and Stationers every= | 
where. If not in stock ¢an be ordered as readily as a book, i 4 
Szomn, Manufacturer, Banbury. : 


— WINE BINS.—W. & J. Burrow, 
MALVERN. : 
The original Inventors and Patentees of the ‘‘ Safety’? Wine Bins, 7 

with separate rest foreach botile. All sizes and shapes, ‘ 
lhiustrated Price Lists free. 


ELBY PUGIN’S GOTHIC FURNITURE.—| 


Furniture similar to that supplied to the Granville Hote!, from } 


the designs ot “ 

E. WELBY PUGIN, Esgq., 4 
Can be obtained on application to Messrs. Jonn Worstey & Co., Vite 
toria-street, Belgravia. N.B.—Estimates given for furnishing houses. 
complete in the Gothic style. : 











AUGH & SON.—Superior CARPETS.—Re.— 
production of the Adams style of design in carpets, &c.; 33 also] 

special designs in furniture, curtains, and decorations. —London C wpet 
Wareho se, 3 and 4, Goodge-street ; 65 and 66, Tottenham court-road, 
Establis! ed 1769. a 


NGLO-INDIAN CARPET'S.—W AUGH & SON, | 


8 and_.4, Goodge-street; 65 and 66, Tottenham-court-road, N. 


CIGARS. 
HALFORD & ARKELL, 
DEALERS IN CIGARS, 
AND 
IMPORTERS OF MEERSCHAUM PIPES AND THE CELEBRATED © 
G. B. D. BRIARS. ; 
161, STRAND (adjoining King’s College). 


HE HIGH PRICE OF MEAT.—Great economy 
effected by using LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT of MEAT. 
Read carefully the printed instructions, ; 
Cavtion.—None genuine without Baron Liebig’s, the Inventor's, 7 
signature. Beware of all imitation extract. 


UTCH FLOWER ROOTS—Danrets Bros? 














ROOTS _—DANIELS Bros! 
ONE GUINEA CASE contains 36 Hyaciuths, 200 Crocus in 43 

varieties, 24 Tulips, 50 Anemones, 24 Ranunculi, 8 Jonquils, 8 Double 

White Narcissus, 100 Snowdrops, 12 Iris, 12 Polyanthus Narcissus, 8 

Scillas, 8 Ixias. Half the above quantity, lis, 64., with full cultural 

directions. Case and package included, and carriage free on receipt of 

P.0.0. 

Daniets Bros., Seed and Bulb Merchants, The Royal Norfolk Seed 
Establishment, Norwich, 


XECUTORS and TRUSTEES, haying SILVER, 
PLATE, WATCHES, Jewellery, China, Glass, Paintings, ] 
Bronzes, Books, Wearing Apparel, Merchandise, ‘Trade Stocks, &e., Key 
to DISPOSE OF, will find the ‘* West-end Auction Mart” the ‘pest 
medium for realising, it being certrally situated, and replete with every} 
convenience for the better display of property. "Adv ances prior to sales 
Valuations made for all purposes.—\V. HickinsoTHam & Sons, Pree! 
prietors, 8 and 9, Upper St. Martin’s-lane, W.C, q 





CHOOL BOARD FOR LONDON. —The Papeal 
' issued by the Board can be had py ogDER of 
YATES & ALEXANDER, 
PRINTERS TO THE LONDON SOHOOL »UARD 
Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane. 








ATIONAL INSTITUTION for DISEASES of 

the SKIN. Paysictan—Dr. BARR MEADOWS, _ Patients 

attend at 227, Giay’s-inn-road, King’s-cross, on Mondays and Thursdaysy 
aad at J0, Mitre-astreet, Aldgate, on Wednesdays and Fridays; mornia 

at 10, evening from 6 till 9. Average number of cases under treatmenty 
1,000 weekly. THOMAS ROBINSON, Hon. Sec. 


OYAL POLYTECHNIC.—Open at 12 and Ts 
Admission Is.—New Ghost, THE waits LADY OF AVENE 
—THE SLEEPING BEAUTY, by Mr. George Buckland, assisted bf! 
Misses Alice Barth and Florence Hunter.—COAL, and HOW TO SAVE 
IT, by Professor Gardner.—Lectures on Natural Philosophy, by 
King; the Diver and Diving Bell; and many other Entertainments. 











